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60-Second Overview
The U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) policy entitled Risk-Based End States (RBES, from
Order 5400.1 “Use of Risk-based End States,” issued July 15, 2003) may seem like an innocuous
effort to provide an accelerated timeline for cleanup of the nation’s most dangerous nuclear
waste sites. In reality, it is the department’s strategy of avoiding its responsibilities. DOE has
adopted a model of circumvention that has been used successfully in the corporate business
world for decades—one that wears the trappings of concern for worker safety and land-use, but
which, it can be demonstrated, seeks to avoid existing cleanup parameters by reframing them.

This report presents DOE’s strategy and compares it to existing parameters generated by state,
tribal and other entities, exposing it for what it really is—an attempt to avoid cleanup.
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Executive Summary
This report was written to give the American public an in-depth comparison of the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) policy entitled Risk-Based End States (RBES, from Order 5400.1 “Use
of Risk-based End States,” issued July 15, 2003) and the individual end-state site reports for
three of the nation’s most polluted nuclear-waste sites:
•

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) in Arco, Idaho

•

Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) in Oak Ridge, Tennessee

•

Savannah River Site (SRS) in Aiken, South Carolina

Note: In 2005, INEL embargoed its RBES report because of “stakeholder concerns,” meaning
stakeholders were suspicious of the motives of DOE and its RBES policy, which outlines a strategy for less clean-up of the nation’s most polluted and dangerous sites..

DOE has recently adopted an approach to our nation’s dangerous legacy of nuclear waste that
has been perfected over the last century by the world’s most human-rights- and environmentabusive corporate businesses—rather than take responsibility for its contaminants, DOE is pursuing a course of circumvention and denial. It is imperative for those reading this report to understand why REBS is important to the department and how the policy might allow it to do less
cleanup than existing compliance agreements demand.

During the last seventeen years, the author has been extensively involved in nuclear waste
cleanup risk-assessment and was the chair of the Columbia River Comprehensive Impact
Assessment Team (CRCIA). The CRCIA team purpose was to create a guidance document that
could be used as a blueprint for a comprehensive, cumulative impact assessment. In the fall of
1997 the “Requirements for a Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment” document
was released. The CRCIA Requirements document was peer-reviewed by DOE’s selected experts
and given strong support. In 1998 DOE committed to using the requirements document as a template for all assessments. As of January 2006, DOE has not used the document as a template instead has used certain requirements while discarding the rest.
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Background
DOE cleanup of the nuclear weapons complex is the largest cleanup this nation has ever initiated, costing an estimated $200 billion or more and requiring at least 30 years to complete. The
contamination created by the production of nuclear weapons is long-lived; extremely dangerous;
difficult to remove, treat and dispose. Some of the existing contamination is currently untreatable
using existing technology.

For more than 45 years, DOE (formerly the Atomic Energy Commission) was self-regulating. In
the early 1990s, The Department of Energy entered into compliance agreements (Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent Orders), with the three sites in question: INEL, ORNL and SRS. These
compliance agreements were unique because their passage marked the first time that DOE formally agreed to abide by all state and federal environmental laws for the cleanup of its sites.
Laws include the Resource Conservation and Liability Act (RCRA); Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA); and federal and state laws. Almost as soon as it entered into these agreements, DOE seemed to be looking for ways to avoid
them.

DOE’s Order 5400.1, “Risk-Based End States,” establishes requirements for its environmental
protection program and reveals a new, corporate-styled strategy within the department. This program is designed to coordinate DOE responsibilities and to aid in compliance with the various
federal, state and local environmental protection laws. This order also requires that the mandatory standards in DOE’s program take into account federal and state environmental laws as well
as any other applicable DOE directives. This report documents how DOE is trying to circumvent
its responsibilities, as well as legal precedent, by limiting the amount of cleanup required under
state and federal laws.
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Using “Land-use” as Strategy for Less Cleanup
In 1994, DOE’s Secretary O’Leary instructed each site to create a future land-use plan. When
this directive was issued, stakeholders argued that DOE is not in the land-use business, and that
when remediation was complete, many of these sites would be released to counties or other
agencies, therefore DOE had no authority to be in the land-use planning business. They also
pointed out that historically, Institutional Controls (ICs) have always failed, citing Love Canal
(the mid-1970s discovery of a community built on an abandoned toxic waste dump) as the most
famous example. Stakeholders cite examples such as Love Canal as illustrations of “the fox
guarding the hen house.”

Another problem with a designated land-use end-state is that it seldom offers adequate protection
for terrestrial and aquatic life, and does not always protect groundwater. Basing cleanup on landuse does not ensure the restoration of groundwater to its “highest beneficial use” (as required by
law). Additionally, much of the contamination at DOE sites will remain hazardous for hundreds,
if not thousands, of years. To assume that a land-use designation will remain in place for hundreds, if not thousands, of years is unrealistic. As early as 1994, DOE heard from stakeholders,
tribes and other agencies that land-use should not be the driver for cleanup, and that state and
federal environmental laws clearly delineate the trajectory for cleaning up the nation’s most contaminated sites. It should be noted that in some cases, land-use is one small aspect of the law, but
never the primary driver for cleanup.

At the same time that Secretary O’Leary’s directive was issued, the Hanford Site in southeast
Washington State was initiating its site-wide Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact
Statement (HRAEIS), which was supposed to be the first site-wide EIS. The results of this EIS
would be used as the planning basis for cleanup. In midstream, the HRAEIS was hijacked and
morphed into DOE’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). Instead of assessing the magnitude
of Hanford contaminants and their potential risks over time, the CLUP’s mission was to define
future land-use. This did two things for DOE: it took the focus off just how much contamination
existed and focused the attention of cleanup strictly on land-use . This was the first clear example
of DOE’s attempt to sidestep regulatory requirements. Even though DOE signed Federal Facility
Agreement and Consents Orders agreeing to comply with state and federal regulations, it was
attempting to circumvent the law by using land-use as the determining factor for how clean was
clean.
Columbia Riverkeeper
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In 1995 a report entitled, “Train Wreck Along the River of Money: an Evaluation of the Hanford
Cleanup,” by Steve Blush, suggested that DOE would never have the money it needed to fulfill
all its legal requirements. It revealed that the polluter was not prepared to fight the battle necessary to secure the long-term funding necessary to address the nuclear mess.

Meanwhile, a report released by DOE (“Estimating the Cold War Mortgage: Base Line Environmental Management Report” BEMR-1995) estimated that the cleanup of the nation’s nuclear
weapons complex would cost more than $300 billion dollars. Because of this, DOE started to
focus on reducing immediate risks by pushing land-use and the use of Institutional Controls (ICs)
as a way to reduce costs by limiting the actual remediation. If DOE wanted to succeed at reducing costs, and do less cleanup, it would have to create a strategic plan to meet these new goals.

In 1998, DOE released another report entitled, “Accelerating Cleanup: Focus on 2006” or “Paths
to Closure. ” This report showed that DOE’s vision of cleanup would be based on designated
land-use for final end states, and that many of the smaller sites would be closed by 2006. Many
of these sites would have land-use restrictions, such as not being able to use the land for more
than 2,000 hours per year (industrial-use scenario), restricting groundwater from all future use,
using ICs with the assumption that they would last for hundreds of years, or that the “dirty” land
could be transferred to another agency (such as Fish & Wildlife) even though the land was not
clean enough for human habitation.

Passing contaminated land to another federal agency has been done: consider Rocky Flats, Colorado. Even though this site is supposedly clean, the federal agreement assumes the ICs will last
for hundreds of years. The strategy that DOE had for this site was to limit the degree of cleanup
because they were planning to transfer the land to Fish & Wildlife for a wildlife refuge. This land
is very close to the city of Boulder, and it is quite possible that in 50 years, urban growth could
expand beyond this site. Prior to handing over this land, DOE neglected to run a grassfire scenario in its risk-assessment to ensure that the site would in fact be protective of human health and
the environment. Grassfires are common in the area: a grassfire assessment , would have indicated a serious risk for the downwind population for plutonium inhalation. By a simple omission
of failing to assess this risk, and by making it a wildlife refuge, DOE was successful at passing
this site off as being “clean.”
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Working With Environmental Management (EM)
to Reduce Cleanup
The most revealing driver for the creation of the Risk-Based End States Policy and Implementation Plan was the memorandum sent by Jessie Hill Roberson, Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM) to the Director of Office of Management, Budget, and Evaluation on
November 19, 2001.

Key EM Goals/Priorities
Of the nine priorities in this memorandum, I have selected the four that indicate DOE’s intent to
reduce the costs and degree of cleanup even though the department has no valid technical basis
for asserting this. The existing Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Orders breaks the back
of what was supposed to be a credible, protective cleanup.
1. Reduce the Cost Required to Complete the EM Cleanup Mission by $100 billion.
2. Reduce the Time Required to Complete the EM Cleanup Mission by 30 years.
3. Shrink the EM Footprint (i.e. active landlord/utility area) by at least 40%by 2006.
4. Eliminate the Need to Vitrify 75% of the High Level Waste.
This memorandum informed not only OMB, but put the entire complex on notice that this was
the direction DOE would take and the goals that DOE will meet. It set the stage for DOE to create policies and plans that would meet these goals/priorities—“Risk Based End States” would be
the perfect tool with which to reach their goal of accelerating cleanup by doing less.

DOE’s site managers now had their goals defined for them. By forcing the sites to focus on endstates based on some future possible land-use, it would achieve DOE’s goals of driving down
costs and closing sites by imposing severe land-use restrictions on land that DOE could never
assure would not change.
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The problem with land-use restrictions is that no one can predict with any certainty what the
land-use will be in 50 years, let alone 100 or 200 years. The other major problem with this type
of cleanup approach is that it puts land-use above all the other regulatory requirements. In most
cases land-use offers no protection for ecological receptors or for groundwater. It also poses a
“state’s rights” question: Does DOE have the right to take a state resource like water when it
does not clean up the resource before it closes the site? Has DOE created long-term IC agreements in which it stipulates that for as long as the waste remains hazardous and the resource is
restricted, DOE will pay for all costs?

In February 2002, DOE released the “Top to Bottom Review” to address what it considered a
lack of progress in cleaning up the nation’s nuclear weapons complex that so far had cost more
than $60 billion. DOE again wanted to find a cheaper, more cost-effective way to reduce the potential $300+ billion liability while decreasing the duration of overall cleanup. The review expressed how the EM program had failed to live up to DOE’s expectations of progress in cleanup.

What is interesting is that the report stated “they had failed to meet their expectations,” which
was based on doing less cleanup, leaving more waste in place and relying on ICs for long-term
protection. The Top to Bottom Review was not a review by the regulatory agencies, which would
have possibly had entirely different conclusions.
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Subverting Performance Management Plan
After the Top to Bottom Review, DOE Headquarters (DOE-HQ) directed each site to create a
Performance Management Plan that would guide the sites in achieving a faster and cheaper
cleanup. Each site was required by DOE-HQ to create plans that could be contrary to the existing
Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Orders, and to state and federal regulatory requirements.
DOE-HQ had now taken control of each site and would force them to change its cleanup agreements if necessary. DOE believes that they can have a one-step approach to cleanup, in which
what is good for one site is good for the entire nation, even though each state may have more
protective standards.

In the next two sections, I have included comments that have been sent to DOE concerning their
effort to sabotage cleanup, as well as excerpts by state agencies and organizations that have serious concerns with DOE’s Performance Management Plan. The excerpts are in italics.

SNAKE RIVER ALLIANCE (excerpts)

“The current “planning” effort began with a quick and dirty top-to-bottom review of the
DOE's environmental management program conducted last fall and winter. Though the
review itself was largely conducted in secret, its goal was always clear: find ways to make
nuclear cleanup “faster” and “cheaper.” In fact, when the top-to-bottom review was
made public the day the White House released its 2003 budget request, it was coupled
with a DOE proposal to Congress to establish an “Expedited Cleanup Account” even as
normal funding was slashed. The budget cuts put severe pressure on DOE sites and their
regulators to sign letters of intent to somehow reform their cleanup programs in order to
get their normal funding restored through the Expedited Cleanup Account. The short
timeline for the funding competition (INEEL's plan must get through DOE headquarters
by the end of July, though other sites, some with less challenging cleanup problems, seem
to have more time) has damaged any INEEL effort to actually improve its cleanup program. INEEL did have time to send an initial reform proposal to its regulators called
“Redefining Success.” The title says it all: If the only way to get faster, cheaper cleanup
is to do less of it, so be it. INEEL has also had time to produce the current draft performColumbia Riverkeeper
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ance management plan, which might have been titled “Progress through Proclamation.”
INEEL will be cleaned up by 2020 because INEEL will be cleaned up by 2020.

The most serious failing of the current draft performance management plan is its failure
to analyze-or even acknowledge-the substantial hurdles that stand in the way of adequate
cleanup at INEEL, particularly if the proposed plan is adopted. For instance:High Level
Waste Accelerating closure of the tank farm depends on renaming the high-level waste.
The liquid would be called transuranic and the sediments in the bottoms of the tanks
would be called low-level. The renamed liquid would not be vitrified, the assumed treatment for quite some time, though the specifics of what “treatment” might occur aren't
covered in the plan.”

ALLIANCE FOR NUCLEAR ACCOUNTABILITY (excerpts)
“Despite high-sounding rhetoric, Department of Energy (DOE) Secretary Spencer Abraham's
proposal -- unveiled at the former nuclear weapons site in Fernald, Ohio -- has many troubling
implications and leaves many key questions unanswered. Among the concerns of the Alliance for
Nuclear Accountability (ANA), a network of groups from communities downwind and downstream from U.S. nuclear weapons sites and radioactive dumps:


• though titled “Securing Our Communities,” not a single community stakeholder was
involved in researching and writing the report. A pledge by Assistant DOE Secretary Jessie
Roberson to include ANA members in the review was never fulfilled, and agency officials from
most states with DOE sites were not consulted. A Freedom of Information Act request for documentation about the project has been stonewalled since August;


• the $800 million “Expedited Cleanup Account” is effectively a bribe to lure states and
sites to agree to re-negotiate binding legal agreements about DOE's obligations, potentially reducing environmental and protections;


• the base budget for cleanup, after subtracting the $800 million which may not be spent,
is actually half a billion dollars lower than the amount appropriated by Congress last year, after
it had rejected a cut of similar size proposed by Sec. Abraham;
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• the plan calls for “eliminating significant health and safety risks as soon as possible”
but, in reality, DOE is not giving priority to buried radioactive and chemical wastes which
threaten ground-water contamination;




• the Rocky Flats clean-up plan, cited as a model by Sec. Abraham, is being sped-up, in
part, by a likely decision to leave higher levels of plutonium in the ground, thus redefining the
meaning of “environmental restoration”;


• no mention was made of the long term stewardship necessary to ensure that residual
contamination at sites will be monitored -- and leaks contained -- once DOE declares “cleanup”
complete and walks away.”

OAK RIDGE to DOE Headquarters (excerpts)
“Groundwater: First, the Performance Management Plan seems to assume that most groundwater cleanup decisions will be no further action or monitored natural attenuation. This may not be
appropriate for all of the Oak Ridge Reservation. Second, one of the components of the cleanup
strategy in Oak Ridge always has been the remediation of sources with sufficient time to verify
the impact on plume concentrations. By accelerating cleanup, there may not be sufficient time to
evaluate this natural process. Finally, the collection and treatment of contaminated groundwater
will require substantial long-term funding. DOE should evaluate ways to reduce these costs.”
The basis of DOE’s cleanup for ORNL is presently to monitor the groundwater and not restore it
to its highest beneficial use. Their assumption is the current land-use will stay for a very long period of time and they can deal with groundwater, maybe, at a much later date. It not only is illegal but immoral to tell future generations that they can’t ever use their water. DOE is also planning to cap a lot of the waste in place, even though ORNL’s annual precipitation is 127 to 140
cm per year. ORNL has already experienced a failure of one existing cap because of extreme
rainfall.
The other major problem with the site is that the groundwater is in some places very close to the
surface and DOE at present is planning to cap a lot of waste in place and rely in ICs for hundreds
of years. What is a serious flaw in this plan it that DOE cannot, from a technical basis, ensure
that groundwater will not be affected and that contamination will not eventually flow into the
surrounding streams and rivers. DOE is putting the downstream communities at risk by telling
the communities to “trust the department.” Based on DOE’s prior performance, there is little to
trust.

Columbia Riverkeeper

RBES-DOE’s Strategy For Diminished Cleanup
11

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD (excerpts from Advice #131)
“Reduce Highest Risks First The Board reiterates its priorities for cleanup, which are identified
in the TPA. These priorities should not be jeopardized by this Plan.
Risk assessments of environmental and worker/public safety concerns must incorporate public
input regarding, among other concerns, methodology of risk assessment and relative weight of
perceived risks which are assessed.
Credible and timely risk assessments must be performed to provide necessary input to the cost/
risk trade-off evaluations of accelerated clean-up alternatives. Some suggested performance
metrics are: integrated cumulative Hanford worker risk; integrated ecological impact value (to
include environmental monitoring data for all hazardous and mobile contaminants); resource
value and loss of use; risk reduction versus cost; regulatory authorizations; permits; and longterm human health risk.

Risk assessments are the backbone of using a Risk-based approach to cleanup. If DOE’s risk assessments are not comprehensive, and assessed cumulative risks are limited in scope, depth and
breadth, DOE by limiting these factors can get any answer they want to justify their decisions.
Over the past 16 years, I personally have witnessed one flawed risk assessment after another–full
of faulty assumptions, myopic scope, and where in some cases has refused to correct the errors
in the data and has resisted revealing what data was used or not used. As long as DOE can control how assessments are performed, the public will never be assured that the cleanup will be
protective. It is like having the proverbial fox guard the chicken house. If you ask the fox how
many chickens are in the house he will tell you anything.

Developing plans for groundwater cleanup and pre-1970s transuranic (TRU) waste remediation
are priorities for the Board. There should be initiatives addressing these in the Plan. The Board’s
recent advice (#125) regarding groundwater remediation is an excellent place to start.

Leaving waste in place without a comprehensive assessment should never be allowed. At every
site in the nation, DOE has resisted removing waste in burial grounds that were created before
1970. DOE’s current approach is out of sight, out of mind. These burial grounds contain some of
the most hazardous wastes, but because they have never been fully characterized, DOE cannot
Columbia Riverkeeper
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assert that leaving the waste in place presents no future threat to the groundwater. Hanford is a
dry environment and yet the regulators have stood firm in requiring the removal of these wastes;
this is not the case for ORNL or SRS, where the groundwater is much closer to the surface and
the rainfall much higher.

Board advice on Offsite Mixed Waste Acceptance is not reflected in this plan. The Board has
stated, “Acceptance of off-site waste must be contingent on existing facility capacity and on
availability of funding to handle processing and storage needs, while having a neutral or positive
impact on Hanford cleanup.” Adding large quantities of waste without performing an environmental impact statement (EIS) (which must include the cumulative risk of proposals added to the
risks from the existing burden of wastes in Hanford’s soil and groundwater) is not consistent with
our priorities.

Policy Advice Specific to the Plan’s Strategic Initiatives:
The Plan’s strategic initiatives represent a positive approach to potentially accelerating cleanup,
if implemented with appropriate regulatory oversight. The following are some specific improvements that must be contained in the August Plan.
-Accelerate the Columbia River Corridor Cleanup by more than 20 Years to 2012 The Plan must
address the most urgent risks first. Funding for accelerated cleanup along the river must not
come at the expense of reducing dollars for higher risk work.
-Accelerate Tank Waste Treatment Completion by 20 Years After baseline requirements are met,
the Board’s priority for additional funding is new technology development for increasing retrieval and throughput for vitrification.
DOE must perform risk assessments and appropriate NEPA analyses before:
• proceeding to reclassify wastes;
• deciding that wastes do not require “permanent isolation from the environment”;
• determining if alternative waste forms will add unacceptable risks to groundwater or exceed
cumulative health risk standards; or
• determining if “closure” of tanks as proposed would leave unacceptable risks.
-Accelerate Waste Disposal and Source-Term Remediation This initiative appears aimed at using
Hanford to dispose of offsite wastes regardless of cumulative impacts and other concerns that
may be documented in comments on the Solid Waste EIS. Pre-1970 buried TRU waste is not addressed and must be.”
Columbia Riverkeeper
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The message to DOE was clear: the stakeholders, agencies and tribes would not agree to less
cleanup. Though they might agree to an accelerated cleanup, they would not accept a less thorough cleanup.
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DOE’s Lessons From the Corporate World
In the fall of 1992, DOE-HQ formed a team called the Corporate Project 7 Team, which had as a
goal to “pursue the development and implementation of the recommendations contained in the
Top to Bottom Review.” This was the birth of DOE’s Policy 455.1, “Use of Risk Based End
States”.

DOE’s Implementation Plan of August 2003 states that “the Department’s goal, in conjunction
with stakeholders, is to develop and then incorporate in appropriate regulatory documents, a
risk reduction strategy that evaluates the total risks associated wit both the existing contamination and the processes involved in cleanup. Ultimately, selection and implementation of cleanup
goals must provide protection of human health and the environment for the future land use …
This implementation plan outlines the course DOE will need to take to support accelerated
cleanup and the future management of land/or environmental liabilities.”

So now DOE not only had a policy but an implementation plan for each site that would base future cleanup on these two primary drivers—land-use and the risk to workers—above all the other
regulatory requirements.

Authors note: I am in full support of protecting workers and believe that all remediation must use
the best available technologies to protect them. However, DOE uses inconsistent standards when
determining risk as a driver to do less cleanup. A case in point; at Hanford, in their Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the 200-BC Area, DOE tried to justify leaving
waste in place by using unrealistic risk-dose numbers for the workers doing the excavation. DOE
did not use the ALARA risk numbers for such an excavation; instead it used high dose numbers
that would justify leaving the waste in place. If you look at similar work done in the 100 N-Area
1301-Trench, which was highly radioactive, the dose numbers used were much lower and therefore excavation was allowed. At all highly radioactive burial sites at which worker dose is a concern, DOE could complete with robotic equipment—this would practically eliminate all worker
exposure. However, DOE would rather do less cleanup.

At first glance, RBES seems to make sense. But that would be assuming that comprehensive risk
assessments would be preformed which analyze the risk to all receptors, not just human, over the
time that the waste remains hazardous, and that end-states would be set that would allow for all
Columbia Riverkeeper
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use, since DOE cannot ensure that long-term institutional controls will work. This is not the case.
This policy and strategy was created internally with little input by regulators, stakeholders or
tribes. It is a strategy to circumvent or minimize the regulatory requirements and to change existing cleanup agreements. It blatantly disregards the DOE’s own “Openness Policy,” for which the
primary goal is to compel DOE to partner with the stakeholders in an open and collaborative
manner, with plenty of time for dialogue when DOE is creating policies that directly affect them.
Instead DOE hid behind closed doors to create a Corporate Project 7 team that was responsible
for the policy and the implementation plan.

The genesis of DOE Policy 455.1
Prioritize cleanup work to achieve the greatest reduction at an accelerated rate,
Base realistic approached to cleanup and waste management on technical evaluation, with consideration given to anticipated future land uses, points of compliance, and points of evaluation.
Assess cleanup agreements for their contribution to reducing risk to workers, the public and the
environment.
“This policy will result in the reevaluation of the Department’s cleanup activities. The Department’s goal is to ensure that its actions are both appropriate for, and aligned with, the end state
conditions it is striving to achieve.”

DOE did not want agencies, tribes and the public involved in the creation of Risk-based End
States. DOE did not want to alarm the public that they were going to develop a strategy that
would be used to circumvent cleanup by changing the focus on land-use and worker risk. This is
a covert strategy for DOE to reach their ultimate goal: get out of cleanup as fast as possible by
doing as little remediation as possible, for as little money as possible.

The limited public process that DOE did implement was only after the policy of RBES was written and the implementation at the sites had begun. The meetings were simply window dressing:
DOE could say they had reached out to the public. At the public meetings that were held, the
agendas were carefully constructed to keep the focus on specific land uses, not allowing for
broader discussion of long-term future land uses in 50-, 100- or 150-year time frames, or the assumption that long-term stewardship will actually work, and there will actually be funding for a
program that needs to last for hundred if not thousands of years. There also was no discussion of
how the regulatory requirements, not some artificial land use, were the drivers for the final endColumbia Riverkeeper
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state, nor how DOE was planning to circumvent the regulatory requirements. The entire public
process was on a fast track so that DOE could check off the box and continue implementing
RBES into its decision-making.

The goal of the Corporate Project 7 team is clearly identified in the following presentation made
by Corporate Project 7:
Project 7 Rationale and Goals
Develop a cleanup strategy that is based on risk-base end-states, and a clearly defined and coordinated path forward, rather that the current cleanup approach that is based on compliance with
hundreds or thousands of individual and independent requirements and actions.
The approach, “begin with the end in mind,” will result in a new way of assessing and undertaking cleanup activities and how the Department plans and prioritizes the cleanup activities.

Note, the emphasis is on “how the Department plans and prioritizes the cleanup activities,” not
how the regulators prioritize cleanup. DOE the polluter is exerting control over all decisions.
DOE is using the bogus argument that there are “hundreds or thousands of individual requirements,” or that the regulatory approach is just too difficult and burdensome. This is, in fact, the
farthest from the truth. The regulations are quite clear and straightforward when it comes to what
needs to be done. The number-one priority of a CERLCA cleanup is to Remove, Treat, and Dispose (RTD). DOE finds this objectionable and is trying every way possible to avoid RTD.

Project 7 Scope and Deliverables:
A set of site-specific end-states that will drive cleanup action at the site level
- Deliverables: Site Specific Risk-Based End State Vision Documents
A set of tools that will support EM’s efforts to develop and implement this new approach
- Deliverables: Risk communication tools to support implementation

It is obvious that it was not in DOE’s interest to have the public involved in this corporate
strategy. They knew they were going to have a hard time implementing this plan and needed a
strong risk-communication strategy to sell RBES. The most alarming aspect of this entire process
was the accelerated time-line/fast track this plan was on. It is obvious that DOE hoped they could
run this by everyone and not have much feedback. The timeline below shows that DOE purColumbia Riverkeeper
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posely left little time for input, and completely ignored DOE’s Public Participation Policy (DOEP 1210.1) goals which are:
Goals:
I.

The Department actively seeks and considers public input, and incorporates of otherwise
responds to the views of its stakeholders in making decisions.

II.

The public is informed in a timely manner about and empowered to participate in the



Department’s decisions-making processes, which are open, understandable, and  
consistently followed. Access points for public input are clearly defined from the earliest 
stages of a decisions process and provide adequate time for stakeholders to participate.


III.



at 

Credible, effective public participation processes are consistently incorporated into the 
Department’s program operations, planning activities, and decisions-making processes,
headquarters and in the field. Every employee within the DOE Complex shares respon-
sibility to promote, practice, and improve public participation.

Of the sixteen Core values I selected the key values that show DOE is ignoring its own policy.
Core Values:
Communication:

Open, two-way exchange of information, knowledge, and perspective
between the Department and its stakeholders.

Honesty:

Commitment to fairness, trustworthiness, and straightforwardness

Responsiveness:

Timely and empathetic consideration of and response to the needs,
wants, and concerns of stakeholders.

Sincerity:

Openness, frankness, and truthfulness in all stakeholder communications

Time/Timeliness:

Adequate amount of time for stakeholders to participate in Department
decisions-making processes. Timely responses to stakeholder input and
requests. Timely Departmental decisions-making processes supported
but not hindered or delayed by public participation.

Accountability:

Senior departmental, program, and filed managers are accountable for
assuring that public participation activities meet the goals of this policy
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and the needs of the stakeholders; are fully coordinated; and reflect
Departmental principles and values. Managers are responsible for
implementing plans that assure public participation needs for their
programs or projects are identified and satisfied in the decision-making
process. Public participation is a performance element of these managers.
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Another glaring example of USDOE knowing what they were doing was covert and they would
be met with great resistance:
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APPENDIX C PROJECT TEAM REPORT (APRIL 2003)
The information you provide in this questionnaire will be considered pre-decisional and will not
be provided for general public release under the Freedom of Information Act. Please complete
the questionnaire by January 8, 2003, and forward via electronic mail to
david.geiser@em.doe.gov. Questions regarding this request should be directed to Mr. David
Geiser, Director, Office of Long-Term Stewardship at (202) 586-9280.
DOE did not want this strategy information available to the public. The evidence shows that
DOE’s intent was to create a strategy to reduce costs by reducing cleanup, and wanted to fasttrack in order to avoid public debate.
Since “risk” and “end state vision” can mean different things, the following definitions from the
draft DOE Guidance Document, Development of Risk-Based End State Visions, November 29,
2002, are provided: Risk – “...the term means the risk to human health and the environment after
remediation is complete. There are three (3) components that must be considered in the analysis
of end state risk: (1) expected land use, (2) remaining hazards, and (3) receptors.” End State Vision – “An end-state vision is the agreed-to vision for land use at the end of the EM mission and
beyond. Factors are site specific for developing a vision. Factors can depend on whether there is
any ongoing mission for the site and what the current land use is for the surrounding area, including property that the Department may continue to own (e.g., at a continuing mission site),
property that is managed by another Federal agency (e.g., U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service), and
property that is privately-owned and which borders the DOE property that is undergoing cleanup
under the EM Program.”
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The key phrase is “expected land use,” and once again, considering the length of time the waste
will remain hazardous, it is ludicrous to assume that a designated land-use in 2006 will remain
for 20, 50, hundreds or thousands of years. It is also ridiculous that anyone could assume that a
land-use designator like “industrial” is going to ensure the long-term protection of the terrestrial
and aquatic receptors, or even the of the groundwater.

The Corporate Project 7 Team’s (April 2003) recommendations fall into three major categories:
risk management and analysis; land use planning; and the development of site specific, riskbased, end state visions. Where possible these recommendations will be incorporated in the
Project Team’s guidance for the development of end state visions and/or the corporate strategy.
Risk Management and Analysis (excerpts of recommendations)
• The Department needs to improve its use of, and develop as necessary, tools that allow for risk
balancing in decision-making. The use of such tools should be applied consistently across the
complex.
In other words, make sure that land-use and risk to workers are the key drivers of cleanup, not
regulatory requirements.

• The Department should improve upon, and use in a consistent manner, a standardized approach to better integrate land use planning, risk analysis and management, and cleanup goals.

“Standardized approach” could mean “what is good for ORNL is good for Hanford, even though
Washington State regulations call for a higher degree of cleanup.”

Land Use Planning
• The target year for the Risk-based End State Visions should be the planned date of EM mission
completion. Consideration should be given within the vision document for known or projected
changes at the site and/or surrounding areas for a period of 20 years beyond that date.
The idea of using “20 years past completion” is a good plan provided the understanding is that
ICs will fail within that 20 years. That is not what DOE is planning or assuming. They even acknowledge that land-use will change in a few years after cleanup. This acknowledgment should
be a wake-up call to the planners at DOE and others, that creating a cleanup based on land-use
and worker-risk is a short-sighted approach.
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• Risk-based End State Vision documents should be updated periodically (e.g., every five years)
to ensure that cleanup goals and/or existing remedies will remain protective of human health and
the environment for the following generation. This can be done as part of the operating sites’ Ten
Year Infrastructure Plans or as part of the five year reviews for CERCLA sites.
Reviewing you’re a site’s cleanup every five years is a good idea. However, if DOE calculates
the long-term costs of ICs, monitoring, reviews, etc., these long-term stewardship costs in some
cases will outweigh the costs of properly removing, treating and disposing of the waste properly
now, when the cleanup mission is being funded. From past actions of DOE, it’s obvious that
DOE hopes it can pass this burden on to future generations so that it does not have to fund the
full cost of a credible and accountable cleanup.
Corporate Project 7 Team Conclusions Building on this past progress will be critical to the successful completion of the project. In our analysis of the barriers to success, the Project Team
identified three primary hurdles to overcome:
• Cultural change by the interested and affected parties. It is apparent from the responses to the
questionnaire and the comments on the Project Team’s draft policy and guidance that the Department and its stakeholders (in the broadest sense of the term) are resistant to changes in the
approach we take to conduct cleanup. This is highlighted by the numerous and seemingly contradictory statements regarding the belief that we are already performing risk-based cleanup and
that current land use planning is adequate. In addition, despite these comments regarding a risk
based approach and land use planning, there were numerous complaints about what many called
an overly aggressive schedule by the Project Team. Finally, there continues to be a significant
degree of mistrust between the Department and the public, and between governmental entities.

Stakeholder comments (see below) have clearly articulated that the current cleanup being done at
DOE sites is, in fact, based on and prioritized by level of risk. Again, what DOE is pushing by
doing RBES is putting land-use as the number-one priority, which does little to address the longterm future risks, since DOE can not ensure that land-use will not change. The stakeholders are
not adverse to changes in the cleanup strategy if they accelerate the time to do the work, but it
must not sacrifice the overall quality of cleanup, and that it is in compliance with all state and
federal laws.
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• Determination of future missions and associated land use requirements. The Department underwent significant change at the end of the Cold War. These changes were organizational and
programmatic in nature. Over a hundred different sites (federal and non-federal) operated during the Cold War supplying the Department of Energy and its predecessor agencies with materials, equipment, and services. The Department has, or is now moving toward, completing cleanup
at close to 100 sites. Based on current and future anticipated needs, there are roughly 20 sites
that will remain open for DOE business with ongoing missions. A clear vision has yet to be
painted for what those missions will be and where they will be conducted. Associated with that
vision is a picture of how the Department will manage newly generated waste and the decommissioning of facilities that are no longer needed after EM completes its mission. Coincident with
this vision, must come a focus on reuse of land and facilities that are no longer needed by the
Department.
DOE’s current strategy for the 20 sites with on-going missions (including ORNL, INEL and
SRS) is to assume that by simply limiting access to these sites, it does not have to address the
deep vadose-zone contamination that will continue to affect groundwater and that for some not
scientifically validated reason can assume that the waste will not migrate offsite. The other egregious mindset is the belief that they can assume that they will occupy the land for as long as the
waste remains hazardous. In some cases, this is hundreds or thousands of years. DOE with this
strategy is just passing off the contamination burden to future generations.
• The design and implementation of effective, site-specific, groundwater strategies. For most closure sites, as well as many of the continuing mission sites, the final challenge will be protection
of human health and the environment from contaminated soil and groundwater. We believe that
the Department generally has the technical capability to safely treat, package, transport, and
dispose of spent fuel, high level waste, transuranic waste, and nuclear materials. We also believe
that significant advances have been made in the design and construction of disposal cells and
vaults. The challenge that remains is the residual contamination of soil and groundwater that,
with the exception of concentrated source terms, defy active treatment approaches. For this reason, each site needs to carefully consider and plan for, a soil and groundwater strategy that can
be executed in a safe and cost effective manner to ensure future protection of human health and
the environment.
Again, the current DOE groundwater strategy, in most cases, is to leave the groundwater contaminated and simply restrict access. The drive again is clear: “a soil and groundwater strategy
that can be executed in a safe and cost effective manner.” The cost is being based on short-term
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dollars and not addressing the long-term cost of restricting groundwater from future use, which is
the taking of a state’s resource. Considering the nationwide shortage of potable groundwater, it is
unconscionable that DOE can assume that it is legal, let alone morally the right course, to not
cleanup the nation’s groundwater.
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Site Comments About Risk-based End States
I have included excerpts from the Hanford Advisory Board (Advice #151) comments on RBES
because the comments clearly articulate problems with using RBES as being defined by DOE.
It appears that three Hanford cleanup issues will ultimately be identified as inconsistent with the
RBES approach:
1. The TPA requires retrieval of Hanford’s high level tank waste on a performance basis
rather than a risk basis. The Board maintains its support for this approach as it:
a. Represents a reasonable approach for determining practical retrieval amounts
based on technological capability and cost.
b. Is, in some respects, risk based. Risk assessment calculations from the 1996 Tank
Waste Remediation System EIS indicated risks to users along the river were extremely high when only 1% of tank waste was left in the tanks.
c. The current approach is agreed to by both DOE, Ecology and the stakeholder
community and, therefore, facilitates DOE’s efforts at accelerating closure of
tanks. Were a different retrieval approach sought by DOE, regulator and stakeholder reaction would surely derail existing closure efforts.
2. The RBES guidance requires cleanup plans to identify where Records of Decision
(ROD’s) are not consistent with Hanford’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). The
interim Records of Decision (ROD’s) in Hanford’s 100 Area currently assume a resident
farmer (will not use groundwater) scenario where the CLUP assumes no residents in the
100 Areas. The Board remains supportive of the existing ROD’s because:
a. These ROD’s saved taxpayer dollars and expedited remedial action along the
river.
b. Given the significant progress in the 100 Area cleanup, altering the approach
would be extremely inefficient. For example, characterization of burial grounds
(to support a different risk approach) and waste sites along the river will likely be
more expensive than continuing than continuing with the existing cleanup.
c. The existing residential farmer scenario is not a conservative end-state user scenario. This is primarily due to the expectation that reasonable tribal usage of the
area may approximate, or even exceed, the exposure received by the hypothetical
residential farmer.
3. The 300 Area Industrial cleanup end state is not consistent with those waste sites outside
the 300 Area fence. The Board has been, and remains, supportive of an ‘unrestricted use’
designation for the area ‘outside the fence’ (see Advice #125).
The RBES vision includes the assumption that groundwater in the 100, 200 and 300 Areas will
not be utilized in the foreseeable future. This runs counter to past Board advice which holds that:
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•
•
•

In the Central Plateau, “Groundwater is a valuable resource with beneficial future uses that must not be restricted outside of the individual waste management
unit points of compliance within the core zone.” (Advice #132).
“Groundwater in the river corridor should be remediated to meet drinking water
and ambient water quality standards by the time DOE petitions the EPA to remove
the river corridor from the National Priorities List.” (Advice #135)
Cleanup “Activities must do no further harm to groundwater and groundwater
should be cleaned up to its highest beneficial use. The Department of Energy’s
Hanford site Groundwater Strategy and Groundwater Implementation Plan, and
all DOE plans, strategies and actions should reflect that goal.” (Advice #145).

OHIO (excerpts)
2. Risk-based decision-making has been the norm at cleanups in Ohio, and from my discussions
with other states, apparently risk has been a driver across the complex as well. CERCLA process, in particular, offers ample opportunity to take risk into account as cleanup decisions are
made. What’s possibly new or different about this policy and guidance is a call for a new look at
end states from a site-wide perspective and then revisiting the cleanup framework and program
to see if any adjustments are in order. We agree that this is an activity that could be worthwhile.
However, from our perspective, the current wording of the policy and guidance unfairly and unnecessarily paints compliance agreements with a broad brush, characterizing them as roadblocks. Specifically, it is implied that risk has not been a factor in past decisions, that cleanup
agreements don’t appreciate the nature of hazards and risks, and that the agreements are flawed
because they are piece meal and iterative. We don’t agree and , quite frankly, find such posturing
to be counterproductive to fostering a receptivity on the part of the regulator, tribal and stakeholder community to new approaches DOE may propose.
3. We appreciate the clear statement that the Department will comply with the requirements of
the nation’s environmental laws and regulations. We, of course, also believe that state environmental laws must be obeyed. Regarding compliance with environmental laws, DOE needs to be
careful that they do not craft a policy which is inconsistent with these laws. For example, CERCLA has a preference for treatment and this draft policy could be construed as preferential to the
isolation or sequestering of contaminants. A reference to the remedy selection process and criteria in the National Contingency Plan could assure the appropriate balance and context.
4. We would ask whether it is prudent to implement this policy at all sites? We recognize that it is
hard to make the case that a good idea should not be implemented everywhere. However, it has
been our experience that one of the biggest challenges to completing cleanup at Fernald and
Mound has been the continuous changes that come down the pike... contractor changes, personColumbia Riverkeeper
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nel shifts, program re-evaluations, re-baselining, new DOE policies and data calls, cost evaluations, budget shifts, etc. Each one diverts focus from the mission, and collectively they can hurt
the forward progress we all desire. For sites that will close in 2006, at some point we hope that
DOE will say, “Enough is enough” and let the team finish on the course that has been endorsed
by the department, the regulators and the stakeholders. In this instance, we ask that the department at least recognize the huge amount of effort that has gone into agreement on end states at
these two sites.
5. One factor or consideration that should be discussed and evaluated during the preparation of
a site’s risk-based end states vision is Natural Resources Damages (NRD). Under CERCLA,
Natural Resource Damages are injury to, destruction of, or loss of natural resources (“land, fish,
wildlife, biota, air, water, ground water, drinking water supplies, and other such resources”). The
assessment of these damages would include the cost of restoring or replacing the injured resources, compensation for the interim loss of the resource and the reasonable cost of a damage
assessment. While there may be some overlap to an evaluation of risk and an evaluation of NRD,
often they will be separate. An example of this would be when the remedy is a decision to leave
the resource contaminated, but isolate it from a potential receptor. Nevertheless, even when this
risk is “managed”, the “lost” or “injured” resource is important and should be considered in
the end state decision and any evaluation of life cycle costs.
6. Long Term Stewardship (LTS) obligations and costs are strategic considerations as stated in
the guidance. This may be even more important as DOE moves towards a department-wide LTS
function that may more rigorously demand that near-term cleanup decisions take into account
future LTS obligations, even making it a condition before a site is received into LTS implementation. In addition, uncertainty about assured funding mechanisms for LTS activities will color the
discussion of this issue with regulators and stakeholders.
7. The policy could be more clear that end states should drive the remedy rather than the other
way around. A firm statement to that effect could erase the uncertainty that has been noted by
several reviewers.
8. There are a number of terms used in the documents that are unclear. Some examples include
“‘pure’ risk”, “effective and transparent institutional controls” (some more jaded observers may
say that effective institutional controls is an oxymoron), “relevant pathways and receptors”, and
“conceptual model that defines what data needs exist”. Tightening these up will assist in better
and more uniform implementation of the policy.
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TENNESSEE (excerpts)
The guiding principles should include a bullet establishing assured funding for perpetual institutional controls.
• It should be understood that establishing risk-based end states may not result in cost savings
over DOE’s present cleanup estimates. Shallow land burial may not be the preferred risk-based
disposal method for transuranic waste or pyrophoric uranium.
• When discussing ARAR waivers it must be with the full expectation that DOE will meet State
laws and regulations when carrying out the CERCLA process in Tennessee. In order for Tennessee to consider a waiver of State ARARs the criteria as described in CERCLA for obtaining such
waivers must be fully met and agreed upon by the state.
• The example given by DOE for when the “end state” begins is troublesome. The “end state”
should begin when the preferred CERCLA remedial action has met the accepted remedial action
goal.
• The End State Vision Considerations should include a bullet noting that effort should be made
to minimize the need for institutional controls to manage risk.
• The End State Vision Considerations should include a bullet noting that DOE would be accountable for any Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) claims that may remain after
CERCLA remedial actions are complete regardless of land use objectives.
• Item 9 under End State Vision Considerations should be expanded or an item 10 added to include all aspects of Long Term Stewardship including assured funding.

YAKAMA NATION (excerpts)
The Yakama Nation submits these comments based on the understanding that the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) will establish end states which comply with the Treaty of 1855 between
the United States government and the Yakama Nation (12 Stat. 951.)
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Compliance Time Frame
Much of DOE’s environmental restoration effort at the national nuclear complex is based on a
Federal commitment to achieve compliance with Federal law (including Treaty law). In many
cases, such compliance has yet to be achieved. Instituting long-term stewardship, establishing
institutional controls, or irreversibly and irretrievably committing resources in lieu of cleanup is
unacceptable. A time frame for compliance, without active management, must be established in
the risk-based end states project.
Future Use Scenarios including Treaty Use Scenario
The U.S. Department of Energy has not yet assessed human and environmental risks resulting
from nuclear waste contamination following final cleanup actions. In order to conduct an adequate technical analysis of such risk, future use scenarios must include the (reasonable) potential
for total failure of institutional controls and physical barriers during a reasonable and relatively
short time period (100 years or less.) Analysis of such a scenario is mandatory to ensure conservatism and to provide baseline risk information. The National Research Council’s Board on Radioactive Waste Management convened a Committee to address this specific topic. It concluded
that: “. . . there is no convincing evidence that institutional controls – such as surveillance of
radioactive and other hazardous wastes left at sites, security fences, and deeds restricting land
use – will prove reliable over the long run.” In its 1998 report, “Long-Term Stewardship and the
Nuclear Weapons Complex: The Challenge Ahead,” Resources for the Future notes that “It is
unlikely that planned disposal and containment practices will be capable of containing longlasting radioactive materials, wastes, and contamination for the time period over which some of
these hazards will remain harmful – hundreds if not thousands of years. Even in the short term
(decades), it is less than certain that all of the containment mechanisms employed at sites will be
effective. This is in large part because so-called engineered barriers are likely to deteriorate
over time.” Without such a bounding analysis, risk calculations inevitably rely on optimistic assumptions (driven typically by political or budgetary motivations) which undermine the credibility of the risk analysis. It is recommended that any risk-based analysis include an unrestricted
use scenario, including an analysis of all reasonable activities which may heighten the risk to
future generations relative to risk resulting from current activities.
Tribal Treaty Use Scenarios
In its July 11, 2002 Draft Performance Management Plan for the Accelerated Cleanup of the
Hanford Site (HPMP), DOE incorporated a comment by the Yakama Nation to include the following language: “Finally, we must establish risk exposure scenarios considering future land
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uses, including Tribal Treaty use scenarios, and the values of stakeholders.” In its final version
of this plan, DOE struck the work “Treaty” from this sentence to read “Finally, we must establish risk exposure scenarios considering future land uses, including Tribal use scenarios, and the
values of stakeholders.” Clearly, DOE has considered risks based on Treaty use scenarios to be
optional in its planning, and this undermines trust that DOE intends to meet Treaty compliance
requirements. However, since DOE has stated that the HPMP will be updated to reflect the riskbased end states work, the language in the July 11, 2002 draft of the HPMP regarding evaluation
of Tribal Treaty use scenarios should be reinstated. These risk analyses should include an unrestricted Tribal Treaty use scenario considering all reasonable contaminant pathways. Without
such a Treaty use scenario, the DOE risk-based end state effort will lack any value or credibility
with the Yakama Nation, and will contradict the stated purpose of the risk-based end states project.
Need to Limit Scope of Risk-Based End State Project
Federal law currently requires permanent geologic isolation of several classes of radioactive
waste. These include: High-level radioactive waste, Transuranic waste, Commercial spent fuel,
Defense spent fuel
Other “highly radioactive” material as defined by law It is therefore necessary for the risk-based
end states project to exclude such wastes from consideration; by law, such waste must be permanently isolated from the biosphere, regardless of the findings of any risk analyses for these
classes of waste.
Science Must Guide Risk-Based End States
The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) has already spoken to the issue of risk-based end states
on a number of occasions. In particular, in its 2000 report on “Disposition of High-Level Waste
and Spent Nuclear Fuel: The Continuing Societal and Technical Challenges” the NAS notes that:
“Geologic disposal remains the only long-term solution available. After four decades of study,
geologic disposal remains the only scientifically and technically credible long-term solution
available to meet the need for safety without reliance on active management. (italics added) the
report also states that “Many discussions of the need for geologic repositories have taken the
position that current generations have an ethical imperative to avoid imposing the burden of ongoing surveillance and management and, ultimately, disposal on future generations.”
In addition, NAS is currently conducting a reassessment of the radiation dose-response. In its
1998 report, “Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiations – Time For ReasColumbia Riverkeeper
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sessment?” the Committee on Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiations
(BEIR VII) states that “In recent years, increasing concern has centered on the risks of these effects at the low doses and dose rates experienced by radiation workers and the general public.
That concern is influenced, in part, by renewed speculation regarding the postulated nonlinearity
of the dose-response relationship at environmental levels of exposure. Assumptions as to the
shape of the dose-response curve at environmental levels by regulatory agencies have profound
economic and health implications.” “Low-level radiation exposure might induce genomic instability and thus result in damage to cells many cell generations after exposure. Additional evidence suggests that the clusters of damage produced in the DNA at very low doses of radiation
are refractory to DNA repair.” The DOE risk-based end states project should incorporate the
best radiation dose response science available, including the findings of the Phase II work of the
above referenced NAS Committee.

WASHINGTON STATE: (excerpts)
Requirements: We offer the following comments on each of the bulleted “requirements”(which
are also the “principles” in the implementation guidance:
• The Department will not be the arbiter of whether it has complied with the environmental laws.
Regulator acceptance of the “compliance strategy” is therefore a critical component. • Integrated, sitewide perspective is important. For larger sites, however, different visions may apply
for different portions of the site. In any case, it is also important to consider cleanup in the
broader context of surrounding land and regional ecosystems.
• The prescription to base protection of receptors on intended land use appears to be a surrogate
for a complex system of institutional controls. If “intended” land use is assumed to restrict access to residual contamination, then something more than present “intent” is required to assure
protectiveness. Moreover, land use is both important to and driven by a broader set of values
than protection of receptors, and these values need to be accounted for in anticipating future
land uses.
• Interim risks should be considered and minimized, according to an ALARA principle. However,
the guidance gives no time frame to “actions that result in little or no reduction in risk to the
public or the environment”. The inter-generational implications need to be weighed.
• Effective and transparent institutional controls are required where contamination above action
levels is left in place. The policy needs to recognize, however, that the overwhelming evidence at
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hand is that our society generally, including DOE, has not found a satisfactory approach that
assures effectiveness or transparency. Endstate decisions, including “intended land uses” need
to take account of an analysis that, as the National Research Council says, assumes institutional
controls will fail in the fairly near term. End-state decisions also need to take account of the
analysis of the implications of failure of physical barriers.
• The risks of present-day remedial actions must be balanced against the risks of failure of both
institutional controls and physical barriers. This is not solely a technical or engineering exercise, but involves balancing a wide array of societal values. This is not a matter of stakeholders
and regulators being consulted or “signing onto” the DOE site’s vision, but must come from a
broader give and take.
• The anticipation of failure of control or, more likely, of changing conditions and growing
knowledge, suggest not just “contingency plans” but a regularized system of revisiting “end
state” visions, decisions and accomplishments on some periodic basis. The more DOE emphasizes it intent to (1) accelerate cleanup and (2) to “do it right and completely the first time”, the
more regulators and stakeholders will demand to see strong, clear commitments to institutional
arrangements that provide confidence in the viability and durability of “intended land uses”,
other institutional controls, and physical barriers and protective systems.
5.0 Strategic Considerations
It is unclear how DOE internal planning can adequately determine whether significant benefits
will accrue—and be perceived to accrue—to surrounding communities without consulting them.
It is also unclear how DOE internal planning can adequately define legal options and pathways
for change without some discussion with its regulators. It is also unclear how a “conceptual
model that defines what data needs exist” can be posited and receive regulator and stakeholder
support unless such a model has previously been widely discussed, demonstrated, and its results
reviewed. The guidance’s encouragement to take advantage of CERCLA ARAR waivers is inappropriate and will only raise regulator and stakeholder skepticism of DOE’s stated intention to
comply with federal and state environmental laws. In short, this is a recipe for “decide, announce, and defend” in a situation where DOE is not the sole decision-maker. DOE may have a
huge potential liability for natural resource damages at some sites. It is a glaring omission to
have a discussion of “risk-based end states” without a clearly articulated vision of how to minimize residual injury to natural resources. That vision should include a strategy of engaging natural resource trustees in the definition of end states.
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6.0 End State Vision Considerations
• Some additional guidance should be provided with regard to life-cycle costs, so that standard
discounting does not undervalue long-term risks. It is unclear how life-cycle costs can be assessed and “trade-offs” made between activities that occur over many years. Without adequate
characterization it is impossible to understand what the remedial actions will be. Without knowing the degree of success of a remedial action you can’t project the requirements and cost of institutional controls.
• The term “steady state” should have a timeframe of proven performance associated with it.
That is an end state cannot be achieved until the pump and treat is operational and reaching
treatment objectives for a given period of time.
• As a rule, “recreational use” cannot be assumed unless accompanied by clear, reliable institutional controls. • As noted elsewhere, a land use model needs to take account of the values of
present and future communities that will influence the actual land use and determine in large
measure the reliability of institutional controls. We are skeptical that this kind of knowledge resides inside EM or the various sites, and strongly suggest the need for involving local communities, Tribes, and experts in land use patterns. • Contingency plans and monitoring are not sufficient in themselves. There must be a broad-based acceptance of an institutional pattern that will
both sustain and demand accountability for protective measures, physical and institutional, and
a mechanism to assure periodic re-evaluation of remedies, their effectiveness, new technologies,
and changed conditions.
• We would suggest an additional consideration: DOE/EM should have a means to learn from its
past endeavors, to share knowledge among sites, and to continue to accumulate knowledge as
end states are reached and additional visions are developed. There should be provision for strategic knowledge management as a part of corporate policy.
7.0 Scope and Content
The description of what the document is not is helpful. However, it then poses the question: Why
should regulators or stakeholders endorse it if it is not a plan, a budget baseline document or a
regulatory document? Is it to be a decision document? A document to drive DOE internal strategy? If the latter, then any part of it that is not acceptable to regulators and stakeholders will
lead to confrontations as DOE attempts to apply it in one of these other arenas.
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Corporate Project 7 Team identified costs and the existing cleanup agreements as the obsta!! 45383$(<$+$'+,-$2<3$;'+,$F5+F$M+<$-3=3'&;3-$M(F5$F53$;+8F()(;+F(&,$&7$83J2'+F&8<$+,-$<F+Q35&'-38<P$
!! 453$<(F3$5+<$:+(,F+(,3-$+,$C[.B$+;;8&+)5$F58&2J5&2F$(F<$)'3+,2;$'(73)*)'3$+,-$5+<$H33,$)&,<38=+F(=3$(,$
cles;387&8:(,J$83:&=+'$+)F(&,<@$[?4^$
to achieving DOE’s goals of an accelerated cleanup that leaves most of the contamination in
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industrial use (which limits human exposure to 2,000 hours per year).
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hundreds
!! C8&$31-&$13$5&1,>$7(&/,&6$0*$.)2$1,603-21/($03&=$
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OAK RIDGE NATIONAL LABORATORY RISK BASED END STATE

The ORR encompasses 33,749 acres locate with and adjacent to the corporate city limits of
Oak Ridge TN. The ORR is bordered by developed portions of Oak Ridge to the north and
east, and the Clinch River to the south and west. Land use in the surrounding areas includes
residential, commercial and agricultural. Outside the city of Oak Ridge the rest of the surrounding property is primarily rural.
The three primary USDOE installations located with the ORR are the East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP), Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL), and the Y-12 National Security Complex (Y-12). These facilities began operation in 1942 as part of the Manhatten Project and created extensive contamination of the environment, leading to the listing of the entire ORR by the EPA as a Superfund site. In 2002, USDOE adopted a plant to accelerate
completion of the EM mission for the ORR, with remediation of the highest risk sites by
2006 and completion of the overall EM scope by 2015.
Each of the major facilities that comprise the ORR has a different expected end use. The
ETTP has no continuing USDOE mission and will be remediated to allow use as commercial
industrial park without a significant USDOE presence. ORNL will continue to be operated by
USDOE Office of Science as a multi disciplinary research and development center. The Y-12
National Security Complex will continue to be operated by the National Nuclear Security
Administration for national defense operations.
Columbia Riverkeeper

RBES-DOE’s Strategy For Diminished Cleanup
37

For remedial action decision-making, the contaminated areas for the ORR have been divided
into the following six areas roughly equivalent to the major hydrologic watersheds.
• East Tennessee Technology Park
• Melton Valley at the ORNL
• Bethel Valley at the ORNL
• Upper East Fork Poplar Creek at the Y-12 National Security Complex
• Bear Creek Valley at the Y-12 National Security Complex
• Chestnut Ridge at the Y-12 National Security Complex
ORNL was constructed in 1943 to produce the first gram of plutonium for use in the atomic
bomb for World War II. After the was, it was established as a national laboratory and it continues to conduct research in support of USDOE programs in nuclear energy, fusion, energy
technologies, and scientific research and development in physical, chemical, materials, biological, environmental, social and computational sciences. ORNL’s operations in the past 60
years have resulted in a legacy of sites and facilities contaminated with a wide variety of hazardous and radioactive materials.
Contaminated sites include numerous tanks, surface impoundments, reactors, and associated
buildings, buried waste transfer lines, and burial grounds and landfills.
BETHEL VALLEY
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44UPPER EAST FORK POPLAR CREEK (UEFPC)

The UEFPC watershed, which include the Y-12 National Security COmplex, is located
between Pine Ridge and Chestnut Ridge in the northeast corner of the ORR encompasses 1170
acres. The Y-12 National Security COmplex occupies approximately 600 acres near the northeastern corner of ORR, directly adjacent to the city of Oak Ridge. Y-12’s original mission was to
chemically separate and produce fissile uranium-235 from uranium-238 using a electromagnetic
separations process to manufacture weapons components for the atomic bomb. Y-12 is operated
by the National Nuclear Security Administration 9NNSA) as an active manufacturing and developmental engineering facility. Its current mission includes the reworking nuclear weapons components, dismantling nuclear weapons components, serving as the nation’s stockpile for special
nuclear materials.
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EAST TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGY PARK
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES.1.0

Background and General Site
Description

The SRS complex covers 198,344 acres or 310
square miles, with industrial facilities (active
and inactive) occupying less than 10% of the
total area. It encompasses parts of Aiken,
Barnwell and Allendale counties in South
Carolina and borders the Savannah River.

During the early 1950s the Savannah River Site
(SRS) began to produce materials used in
nuclear weapons, primarily tritium and
plutonium-239. Five reactors were built to
produce these materials. Also built were
supporting facilities including two chemical
separations plants, a heavy water extraction
plant, a nuclear fuel and target fabrication
facility a tritium extraction facility and waste
management facilities. After 40 years of
producing nuclear materials for defense and
non-defense uses, the SRS shifted its strategic
direction and resources from nuclear weapons
production to cleanup of the nuclear waste and
environmental contamination created during
production.

The site is owned by DOE and operated by an
integrated team led by Westinghouse Savannah
River Company, LLC (WSRC) a subsidiary of
Washington Group International’s Energy and
Environment Operations. The contract7, which
went into effect October 1, 1996, is in effect
through November 30, 2006. It was revised June
18, 2003, to provide significant modifications to
accelerate the near-term schedule of the EM
Cleanup Project beyond the goals of the EM
Program Performance Management Plan (PMP)
that was issued August 7, 2002, and revised in
April 2004. (The 2005 PMP is currently being
written.) The SRS EM Program PMP is
considered to be the SRS EM Cleanup project
baseline for purposes of this End State Vision.
The WSRC contract scope is primarily
responsible for DOE missions for EM, NNSA
Defense Programs and support for NNSA NonNuclear Proliferation Programs. This also
includes SRNL and the site’s administrative and
landlord functions that are under EM
responsibility at SRS.

Today the SRS is a key Department of Energy
(DOE) industrial complex dedicated to
accelerated environmental cleanup, providing
capability for supporting the enduring nuclear
weapons stockpile, and processing and storing
nuclear materials in support of the U.S. nuclear
non-proliferation efforts. The Savannah River
National Lab (SRNL), formerly the Savannah
River Technology Center (SRTC), also develops
and deploys technologies to support the
accelerated cleanup, national security and
energy security. SRS is designated as a National
Environmental Research Park (NERP).

Other major DOE contractors at SRS include
Wackenhut Services, Inc. (WSI) for security
services and the University Of Georgia, which
operates the Savannah River Ecology
Laboratory (SREL). The DOE is also
responsible for natural resources management
under terms of an interagency agreement with
the USDA United States Forest Service.

Environmental Management (EM) and National
Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) are the
primary DOE programs and missions being
carried out at SRS. SRS’s FY05 budget is
approximately $1.8 billion with approximately
80% dedicated to the EM Cleanup Project, 17 %
to NNSA and the remaining 3% to other DOE
and federal programs.

ES.2.0

End State Vision Summary

DOE “began with the end in mind” during the
early stages (mid-1990s) of the SRS cleanup
program. Collaboratively working with SRS
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ESV Chronology
On July 15, 2003, DOE issued DOE Policy
455.1, Use of Risk -Based End States, followed
by guidance to support the implementation of
this policy, by developing a site specific End
State Vision document for every site where
cleanup is being conducted. The ESV is the
primary tool for communicating the individual
site end states to the involved parties (i.e., DOE,
regulators, public stakeholders, tribal nations,
etc.). The guidance uses a standardized approach
to portray a site's current state and planned and
alternative end states by using narrative, maps,
and conceptual site models.

stakeholders and regulators, the SRS developed
the SRS Future Land Use Report and confirmed
this future use in the 1998 DOE Future Use
Report to Congress. In this report, the DOE
made significant declarations and confirmations
of future land use end states that are the basis for
cleanup to industrial (not residential) use.
Key ESV Themes
! The SRS ESV is a concise stakeholder’s
guide to current conditions at SRS and the
conditions DOE plans to achieve through the
site’s EM Cleanup Project.
! The ESV describes current conditions and
planned end states; however, it is not
encyclopedic and data-intensive in its
description. Many stakeholders will find
this approach useful as an information
source for future decisions about SRS areas
and hazard end states.
! Periodic review of end states with
stakeholders is not a static situation but is a
continually evolving and improving process
to support the EM Cleanup Project.
! ·Planned end states and schedules are not
static. They have changed over time, as
evidenced by the differences between the
2002 PMP and the 2004 PMP and will
continue to change as DOE continues to
seek and find new ways to reduce risk more
cost-effectively. Stakeholders will always
have the needed information to evaluate
potential changes in planned end states.
! The ESV is not a decision document.
Individual hazards and areas will be
evaluated in greater detail, with ample
stakeholder involvement, at the appropriate
time to support decision-making.
! The evaluation method includes the
elements of the Risk-Informed DecisionMaking Approach described in Risk and
Decisions About Disposition of Transuranic
and High-Level Radioactive Waste (National
Academy of Sciences, 2005).

SRS issued its first draft version, Savannah
River Site Risk-Based End State Vision, in
March 2004, following the DOE-HQ guidance.
A Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) public
meeting was held to discuss the draft, and the
CAB made a recommendation (#190) on ways to
improve the document. (See Appendix H, Public
Comment Matrix.)
The next draft. Savannah River Site End State
Vision, Revision 2, was issued in March 2005.
Another CAB public meeting—a Stakeholders’
End State Vision Workshop— was held on
March 24, 2005, to discuss the draft and accept
comments. (See Appendix H, Public Comment
Matrix.) The CAB issued recommendation #216
on the SRS End State Vision in May 2005. SRS
had planned to submit the final End State Vision
document to DOE Headquarters in May, but
postponed its submittal to accommodate and
consider the CAB recommendation.
This final version of the SRS ESV describes
current conditions and planned end states for
contained and released hazards (all fourteen
categories of hazards at SRS), where the earlier
drafts focused only on released hazards for
inactive soil and groundwater units and EM
legacy facilities. Other features include:
! A “reader’s guide” to facilitate use of the
region, site, watershed and area hazard
descriptions
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The public comments and response
summaries from previous public
involvement
CAB Recommendations #190 (May 2004)
and #216 (May 2005) with DOE responses
Feedback from the National Governors’
Association Next Steps Workshop (October
2004)
- End States are not strictly “risk-based”
but are logical, technically defensible,
and protective of human health and the
environment; therefore, the title has
changed to End State Vision.
- “Variances” have been renamed
“Alternative End States” to remove the
perception of deviation from laws and
regulations.
Expanded evaluation of Alternative End
States
1) Some previous Alternative End States
(AES) (in-situ decommissioning and
increased canister loading at the Defense
Waste Processing Facility [DWPF]) are
no longer AES but have been
incorporated into the PMP baseline.
2) Alternative End State #5, Area
Completion, has been reinstated for
consideration and potential application
across the DOE complex. This
alternative is currently being developed
for implementation at SRS.

!
!
!
!
!

!
!

Better defined future use of previous
industrial areas within the existing SRS
Future Land Use Plan
Impacted areas identified
Benefits and risk reduction better described
The alternative regarding Area Risk
Methodology, deleted from March 2005
draft, restored
National Environmental Research Park
description included
Description of key factors to be considered
in Facility End State Evaluation (for nuclear
and radiological facilities) added, including
opportunities for community involvement
Quality of maps improved
M Area now depicted as a future Industrial,
rather than Maintenance (non-industrial),
Area in Appendix B (Alternative End States)

ES 2.1.

The End State Vision

The goal of the SRS EM Cleanup Project and
resulting SRS End State Vision (ESV) is to
dispose of all EM nuclear material and waste
hazards permanently, decommission all EM
facilities and remediate all SRS inactive waste
units. The vast majority of EM nuclear material
and waste hazards will be permanently removed
from SRS and dispositioned offsite. Inactive
waste units will be remediated by deploying an
area-by-area closure and deletion strategy.
Concurrently with area closure, all EM facilities
will be decommissioned unless reused to support
other long-range federal missions at SRS or
designated for historical preservation or
economic development. Inactive waste units
will eventually be deleted from the National
Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites.

Key Changes to End State Vision
! CAB Recommendation #216 (May 24,
2005) and DOE response letter and
stakeholder comments on the March 2005
draft, including those given at the
Stakeholder ESV Workshop, with responses
! Enhanced description of Area Completion
process, showing public involvement
opportunities
! Status of cleanup on each hazard updated to
reflect Gold Metrics as of June 30, 2005
! Alternative End States narratives (Appendix
B, Alternative End States) improved

With the removal and offsite disposition of EM
nuclear material and waste hazards, the
remaining hazards at SRS will be orders of
magnitude less in quantity and risk than the
current hazards. Any residual hazards to onsite
and offsite receptors will be significantly
reduced to an acceptable risk level that is
protective of onsite and offsite potential
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receptors and consistent with environmental
laws and regulations.

historical preservation or for economic
development.
Low level waste will be disposed on site
in accordance with the Atomic Energy
Act and DOE Order 435.1, Radioactive
Waste Management.
Facilities associated with NNSA
missions, their supporting waste
management and essential site
infrastructure are anticipated to remain
active and appropriately sized to support
ongoing missions.
Long-term Stewardship activities will
continue, to ensure that EM cleanup
project remedies and end states remain
protective (see Appendix E, Long Term
Stewardship). Environmental research
consistent with the SRS NERP
designation will continue to validate the
protectiveness of end states and long
term stewardship activities.

-

By 2025, all inactive waste sites that pose an
unacceptable risk to surface water or
groundwater will be remediated, and any
contaminated groundwater will be remediated or
undergoing remediation. Units that leave waste
in place will be under institutional controls that
feature access restrictions and an inspection,
maintenance, and monitoring program.

-

The vision for SRS includes the following:
! SRS land will be federally owned,
controlled and maintained in perpetuity, as
established by Congress.
! EM Cleanup Project and mission will be
complete by 2025 and ongoing NNSA
nuclear industrial missions will continue.
SRS is a site with an enduring mission and
is not a closure site.
! EM Cleanup will be complete consistent
with SRS EM Program Performance
Management Plan(PMP):
- EM nuclear materials will be removed
from SRS and dispositioned offsite.
- Waste (liquid radioactive, transuranic,
mixed and hazardous) will be removed
from SRS and dispositioned offsite
except for the waste facilities closed and
monitored in accordance with the
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) and
the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) permit for
wastes.
- All SRS inactive waste units will be
remediated and deleted (or proposed for
deletion) from the National Priorities
List (NPL) of Superfund sites, and
institutional controls will be in place to
ensure access to remediated waste units
is limited.
- All EM facilities will be permanently
decommissioned by demolition or in situ
disposal unless reused by another
federal program or designated for

-

This End State Vision directly supports the
environment and defense strategic goals in the
Department of Energy Strategic Plan2.
ES 2.2.

The End State Vision Purpose

The purpose of the ESV is to ensure cleanup is
focused and achieves clearly defined, mutually
agreed-upon and technically defensible end
states that are protective and sustainable and
reflect the planned future use of the property.
The Vision goal is to improve the effectiveness
and accelerate the cleanup process by increasing
stakeholder understanding of current conditions
and planned end states.
ES 2.3.
!

!

Columbia Riverkeeper

Key Features of the SRS ESV

SRS has demonstrated positive results and
success by employing “risk balancing”
methods and will continue with the
Alternative End State options evaluations.
Strong stakeholder support and collaborative
regulator working relationships are
cornerstones of DOE Savannah River
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Operations Office’s (DOE-SR) past, current
and future success. Regulators and the
public already agree with DOE SR’s EM
end state as stated in the PMP and SRS
Future Land Use Report. (Ref: 1995 CAB
Future Land Use Recommendation #8,
Regulator Letter Of Support and July 2003
MOA in Support of Accelerated Cleanup)
SRNL, SREL, the Consortium of Risk
Evaluation and Stakeholder Participation
(CRESP) and National Academy of
Sciences are partnering with DOE Science
Program to improve methods for cleanup, as
well as assisting other DOE facilities and
federal agencies.
SRS uses a graded approach to End State
Vision data requirements.

ES 2.4.

ES 2.4.2.

In support of the DOE’s NNSA Defense
Program missions, SRS has been designated to
continue as DOE’s center for the tritium supply
to the enduring nuclear weapons stockpile. The
primary new source of tritium will be an existing
commercial reactor in the Tennessee Valley
Authority system. Tritium extraction from
targets and loading into containers for shipment
to the Department of Defense will continue to be
a SRS long-term mission beyond 2025.
In support of the DOE’s NNSA Nuclear NonProliferation missions, SRS has been selected to
“blend down” weapons usable highly enriched
uranium fuel (irradiated and unirradiated) to
low-enriched uranium that can be converted to
reactor fuel suitable for commercial nuclear
power reactors.

SRS Mission Summary: Current
and Planned Missions

The SRS Cleanup Project mission and goal is to
complete the cleanup by 2025 and transition
SRS to a site focused on national security1. SRS
will accommodate the ongoing NNSA missions
before and beyond 2025. SRS is not a DOE
closure site.
ES 2.4.1.

National Nuclear Security
Administration

Additionally, in January 2000, the Secretary of
Energy announced that SRS will be the location
for the DOE’s facilities to disposition 34 metric
tons of surplus weapons grade plutonium as
mixed oxide (MOX) fuel to be irradiated in
commercial nuclear reactors. The MOX
conversion process is expected to cost $3.8
billion over 20 years. The current schedule
would build, operate and complete its current
mission before 2025.

Environmental Management

The EM Program Performance Management
Plan9 (PMP) is the SRS baseline for the EM
accelerated cleanup mission. The SRS EM
cleanup program involves completing the
removal of waste from all liquid radioactive
waste (LRW) tanks and closing all the tanks;
completing nuclear materials stabilization and
processing in the canyons and separations
facilities; consolidating and dispositioning spent
nuclear fuel; treating and disposing of solid
wastes; remediating contaminated groundwater
and soil; and deactivating and decommissioning
EM facilities. This ESV provides a mission plan
and area end state update that reflects any
changes resulting from the June 2003 DOE-SR
Contract Modification and EM Life Cycle
Baseline Required Program Guidance10.

ES 2.5.

Regional Land Use – Current and
End State

The current regional land uses surrounding SRS
are primarily forestry and agricultural with
secondary use by industry and government
operations, light residential and recreation. The
forestry and agricultural surrounding land use is
not expected to change appreciably by 2025.
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ES 2.6.

!

Savannah River Site Land Use –
Current and End State

The current SRS Future Land Use Plan (see
References 3, 4, 5 and 6) assumes that the entire
site will be owned and controlled by the federal
government in perpetuity and used for industrial
purposes for future DOE and non-DOE
missions. Site boundaries will remain
unchanged. Residential use will not be allowed
onsite. Offsite repositories will be available for
liquid radioactive, transuranic, hazardous, and
mixed waste.

ES 2.8.

Alternative End State Summary Enablers and Recommended
Congressional Action

SRS has identified five alternative end states.
For the purposes of this document, a alternative
end state is defined as a significantly different
cleanup approach or different end state relative
to the original SRS EM PMP.
It is important to note that the proposed
alternative end states and recommendations are
considered to be “enablers” to accomplish the
EM Cleanup project by 2025 within the desired
out year funding targets. Currently the SRS EM
life cycle baseline (technical scope, cost and
schedule) is in the process of validation. After
baseline validation, the alternative end states
will be reassessed for changes to the EM
Cleanup project baseline.

The current SRS Future Land Use Plan
concentrates future industrial land use operations
toward the center of the site to form a central
industrial core for continuing missions. The
central industrial core is surrounded by
concentric site industrial support and general
support land use areas.
The ESV assumes the same SRS future land use
plan and proposes a revised future land use
scenario for limited portions industrial areas
where no future industrial missions are planned.
Reference Alternative End State #1 (Appendix
B, Alternative End States and
Recommendations) which proposes a nonindustrial (Maintenance/Long-term Stewardship)
use scenario.
ES 2.7.

EM Facilities: Nuclear, radiological, other
industrial facilities, and LRW tanks

The following alternative end states are
submitted for consideration. Alternative end
states with associated implementation
recommendations are included in Appendix B,
Alternative End States and Recommendations.
! Future Land Use and Exposure Scenario
Modification
! Alternate Disposal for Plutonium-238
Transuranic Contaminated Waste
! In Situ Decommissioning in lieu of
Demolition
! Increased High-Level Waste DWPF
Canister Loading

SRS Hazards

All SRS hazards are summarized in five major
classes and 14 sub-categories:
! Nuclear Materials: plutonium, uranium,
spent nuclear fuel (SNF), and tritium.
! Radiological Waste: liquid radioactive
waste (LRW), transuranic (TRU) waste, low
level waste (LLW) and low level mixed
waste (LLMW).
! Non-Radiological Waste Hazardous and
sanitary
! Inactive Waste Units: Soil and
groundwater

!

Area Completion

ES 2.9.

Recommended Congressional
Action To Accelerate Cleanup

SRS recommends formal Congressional
Authorization to provide perpetual federal
ownership and responsibility for SRS’s fixed
boundaries.
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ES 2.10.

!

End State Issues for National
Consideration

Significant challenges to SRS mission planning
and accelerating cleanup are:
! Need for a DOE-wide integrated disposition
plan and process for DOE nuclear materials
and waste. Consolidation strategy and
disposition paths are critical to EM cleanup
completion and baseline risk management.
! Liquid radioactive waste federal repository
startup and optimization of LRW and
transuranic repository loading.
! Federal government ownership of SRS in
perpetuity. This would enhance the
reliability and credibility of the federal
government’s institutional controls and land
use on its property, with resultant control
over human exposure to residual hazards.
! Groundwater cleanup standards and points
of compliance. Given the federal
government’s ownership of SRS and aquifer
and land use control in perpetuity, and the
technical difficulty and expense of restoring
groundwater to Maximum Contaminant
Levels, objectives for groundwater
remediation (which currently assume human
consumption) could be developed that are
not drinking-water based.
ES 2.11. SRS Next Steps in the End States
Process

is an additional planning vehicle to support
the FFA Appendix E (out year scope).

The “next steps” at SRS are to:
! Annually review the end states with key
stakeholders to include SRS mission
requirements and land use. (Note: this is a
continuing comprehensive planning process
with stakeholders that was initiated in 1995.)
! Network with other DOE sites to develop
and implement an integrated disposition
plan for nuclear materials and waste. EM
Cleanup baselines at multiple sites are at
risk until a single DOE-wide integrated
disposition plan for all nuclear materials and
waste is established.
! Periodically assess the EM PMP to ensure
program planning and execution are aligned
with the End State Vision.
! Periodically assess other planned and
potential SRS missions to facilitate and
optimize SRS facilities and infrastructure
mission decisions.
! Continue to identify Alternative End State
(AES) cleanup options for evaluation.
! Amend the Core Team process with the
regulators to establish an End State Core
Team to ensure proactive regulatory
involvement for measuring end state
progress, evaluation of AES opportunities,
long-term stewardship transition and
monitoring area closure.

The SRS End State Vision (ESV):
! defines the end state for materials, wastes,
and facilities as described in the SRS EM
PMP, similar to project requirements for a
construction project. The EM PMP
references its dependency on the ESV.
! is a subset of the comprehensive long-range
planning for DOE mission, infrastructure
and land use.
! bridges the gap to post-EM long term
stewardship and continuing missions at SRS.
! ensures stakeholder involvement in the ESV
process, leading to involvement with
cleanup decisions and SRS missions.

ES 2.12.
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