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Board of Directors Meeting – Agenda 
Monday, April 4, 2016, 8:30 AM – 11:30 AM 

Rocky Mountain Metropolitan Airport, Terminal Building, Mount Evans Room 
11755 Airport Way, Broomfield, Colorado 

 
 
Meeting Announcement: The Board of Directors will first convene as the Department of Energy 
(DOE)-designated Local Stakeholder Organization (LSO). At the conclusion of the LSO 
meeting, the Board will briefly adjourn and reconvene to review management of the Rocky Flats 
National Wildlife Refuge. That Refuge conversation will include a discussion of the joint DOE-
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service multipurpose facility. As a joint agency project, that facility both 
falls within the Stewardship Council’s role as the LSO, and concerns matters not included in that 
designation. For this meeting, the multipurpose facility discussion will not be part of the LSO 
conversation; at future meetings, it might be included in LSO conversations. 
 
8:30 AM Convene/Introductions/Agenda Review 
 
8:35 AM Chairman’s Review of March 3rd Executive Committee meeting 
 
8:40 AM Business Items (briefing memo attached) 

 
1. Consent Agenda 

o Approval of meeting minutes and checks 
 
2. Executive Director’s Report  

 
8:50 AM Public Comment on LSO-related issues 
 
9:00 AM Briefing/Discussion on Original Landfill (briefing memo attached) 

o This briefing will focus on the independent review of the Original Landfill. 
o DOE and/or its contractor will address the engineer’s review and options for 

stabilizing the landfill.  
 
END OF LSO MEETING 
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START OF NON-LSO MEETING 
 
10:00 AM USFWS briefing on the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge (briefing memo 

attached) 
o USFWS will provide an overview of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife 

Refuge, including its organic act, Rocky Flats refuge organizing legislation, 
and management plans. 

o The briefing will also include an update on the multi-purpose facility that 
USFWS and DOE are jointly developing.  

 
11:15 AM Public comment on non-LSO issues 
 
11:25 AM Board Roundtable – Big Picture/Additional Questions/Issue Identification 

Adjourn 
 
Upcoming Meetings:  

June 6 
September 12 
October 31 
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Acronym or Term Means Definition 
   
Alpha Radiation  A type of radiation that is not very 

penetrating and can be blocked by 
materials such as human skin or paper. 
Alpha radiation presents its greatest risk 
when it gets inside the human body, such 
as when a particle of alpha emitting 
material is inhaled into the lungs. 
Plutonium, the radioactive material of 
greatest concern at Rocky Flats, produces 
this type of radiation. 

Am americium A man-made radioactive element which is 
often associated with plutonium. In a mass 
of Pu, Am increases in concentration over 
time which can pose personnel handling 
issues since Am is a gamma radiation-
emitter which penetrates many types of 
protective shielding. During the production 
era at Rocky Flats, Am was chemically 
separated from Pu to reduce personnel 
exposures. 

AME Actinide Migration 
Evaluation 

An exhaustive years-long study by 
independent researchers who studied how 
actinides such as Pu, Am, and U move 
through the soil and water at Rocky Flats 

AMP Adaptive Management 
Plan 

Additional analyses that DOE is 
performing beyond the normal 
environmental assessment for breaching 
the remaining site dams. 

AOC well Area of Concern well A particular type of groundwater well 
B boron  Boron has been found in some surface 

water and groundwater samples at the site 
Be beryllium A very strong and lightweight metal that 

was used at Rocky Flats in the 
manufacture of nuclear weapons. Exposure 
to beryllium is now known to cause 
respiratory disease in those persons 
sensitive to it 

Beta Radiation   A type of radiation more penetrating than 
alpha and hence requires more shielding. 
Some forms of uranium emit beta 
radiation. 
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BMP best management 
practice 

A term used to describe actions taken by 
DOE that are not required by regulation 
but warrant action. 

BZ Buffer Zone The majority of the Rocky Flats site was 
open land that was added to provide a 
"buffer" between the neighboring 
communities and the industrial portion of 
the site. The buffer zone was 
approximately 6,000 acres. Most of the 
buffer zone lands now make up the Rocky 
Flats National Wildlife Refuge. 

CAD/ROD corrective action 
decision/record of 
decision 

The complete final plan for cleanup and 
closure for Rocky Flats. The Federal/State 
laws that governed the cleanup at Rocky 
Flats required a document of this sort. 

CCP Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan 

The refuge plan adopted by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service in 2007. 

CDPHE Colorado Department of 
Public Health and 
Environment 

State agency that regulates the site. 

CERCLA Comprehensive 
Environmental 
Response, 
Compensation and 
Liability Act 

Federal legislation that governs site 
cleanup. Also known as the Superfund Act 

cfs cubic feet per second A volumetric measure of water flow. 
COC Contaminant of 

Concern 
A hazardous or radioactive substance that 
is present at the site. 

COU Central Operable Unit A CERCLA term used to describe the 
DOE-retained lands, about 1,500 acres 
comprised mainly of the former Industrial 
Area where remediation occurred 

CR Contact Record A regulatory procedure where CDPHE 
reviews a proposed action by DOE and 
either approves the proposal as is or 
requires changes to the proposal before 
approval.  CRs apply to a wide range of 
activities performed by DOE.  After 
approval the CR is posted on the DOE-LM 
website and the public is notified via 
email. 

Cr chromium Potentially toxic metal used at the site. 
CRA comprehensive risk 

assessment 
A complicated series of analyses detailing 
human health risks and risks to the 
environment (flora and fauna). 
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D&D decontamination and 
decommissioning 

The process of cleaning up and tearing 
down buildings and other structures. 

DG discharge gallery This is where the treated effluent of the 
SPPTS empties into North Walnut Creek. 

DOE U.S. Department of 
Energy 

The federal agency that manages portions 
of Rocky Flats. The site office is the Office 
of Legacy Management (LM). 

EA environmental 
assessment 

Required by NEPA (see below) when a 
federal agency proposes an action that 
could impact the environment. The agency 
is responsible for conducting the analysis 
to determine what, if any, impacts to the 
environment might occur due to a 
proposed action.  

EIS environmental impact 
statement 

A complex evaluation that is undertaken 
by a government agency when it is 
determined that a proposed action by the 
agency may have significant impacts to the 
environment. 

EPA U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

The federal regulatory agency for the site. 

EEOICPA energy employees 
occupational illness 
compensation program 
act 

This act was passed by Congress in 2000 
to compensate sick nuclear weapons 
workers and certain survivors. 
Unfortunately the program has been 
fraught with difficulties in getting benefits 
to these workers over the years. 

ETPTS east trenches plume 
treatment system 

The treatment system near the location of 
the east waste disposal trenches which 
treats groundwater contaminated with 
organic solvents emanating from the 
trenches. Treated effluent flows into South 
Walnut Creek. 

FC functional channel Man-made stream channels constructed 
during cleanup to help direct water flow. 

FACA Federal Advisory 
Committee Act 

This federal law regulated federal advisory 
boards. The law requires balanced 
membership and open meetings with 
published Federal Register meeting dates. 

Gamma Radiation  This type of radiation is very penetrating 
and requires heavy shielding to keep it 
from exposing people. Am is a strong 
gamma emitter. 

GAO Government 
Accountability Office  

Congressional office which reports to 
Congress. The GAO did 2 investigations of 
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Rocky Flats relating to the ability to close 
the site for a certain dollar amount and on 
a certain time schedule.  The first study 
was not optimistic while the second was 
very positive.  

g gram metric unit of weight 
gpm gallons per minute A volumetric measure of water flow in the 

site’s groundwater treatment systems and 
other locations. 

GWIS groundwater intercept 
system 

Refers to a below ground system that 
directs contaminated groundwater toward 
the Solar Ponds and East Trenches 
treatment systems. 

IA Industrial Area Refers to the central core of Rocky Flats 
where all production activities took place. 
The IA was roughly 350 of the total 6,500 
acres at the site. 

IC Institutional Control ICs are physical and legal controls geared 
towards ensuring the cleanup remedies 
remain in place and remain effective. 

IGA intergovernmental 
agreement 

A cooperative agreement between local 
governments which sets up the framework 
of the Stewardship Council. 

IHSS Individual Hazardous 
Substance Site 

A name given during cleanup to a discrete 
area of known or suspected contamination. 
There were over two hundred such sites at 
Rocky Flats. 

ITPH interceptor trench pump 
house 

The location where contaminated 
groundwater collected by the interceptor 
trench is pumped to either the Solar Ponds 
and East Trenches treatment systems 

L liter Metric measure of volume, a liter is 
slightly larger than a quart.  

LANL Los Alamos National 
Laboratory 

One of the US government’s premier 
research institutions located near Santa Fe, 
NM. LANL is continuing to conduct 
highly specialized water analysis for 
Rocky Flats. Using sophisticated 
techniques LANL is able to determine the 
percentages of both naturally-occurring 
and man-made uranium which helps to 
inform water quality decisions.  

LHSU lower 
hydrostratigraphic unit 

Hydrogeology term for deep unweathered 
bedrock which is hydraulically isolated 
from the upper hydrostratigraphic unit (see 
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UHSU). Data shows that site contaminants 
have not contaminated the LHSU. 

LM Legacy Management DOE office responsible for overseeing 
activities at closed sites. 

LMPIP Legacy Management 
Public Involvement 
Plan 

This plan follows DOE and EPA guidance 
on public participation and outlines the 
methods of public involvement and 
communication used to inform the public 
of site conditions and activities. It was 
previously known as the Post-Closure 
Public Involvement Plan (PCPIP). 

M&M monitoring and 
maintenance 

Refers to ongoing activities at Rocky Flats. 

MOU Memorandum of 
Understanding 

MOU refers to the formal agreement 
between EPA and CDPHE which provides 
that CDPHE is the lead post-closure 
regulator with EPA providing assistance 
when needed. 

MSPTS Mound site plume 
treatment system 

The treatment system for treating 
groundwater contaminated with organic 
solvents which emanates from the Mound 
site where waste barrels were buried. 
Treated effluent flows into South Walnut 
Creek. 

NEPA National Environmental 
Policy Act 

Federal legislation that requires the federal 
government to perform analyses of 
environmental consequences of major 
projects or activities. 

nitrates  Contaminant of concern found in the North  
Walnut Creek drainage derived from Solar 
Ponds wastes. Nitrates are very soluble in 
water and move readily through the 
aquatic environment 

Np neptunium A man-made radioactive isotope that is 
found as a by-product of nuclear reactors 
and plutonium production. 

NPL National Priorities List A listing of Superfund sites. The refuge 
lands were de-listed from the NPL while 
the DOE-retained lands are still on the 
NPL due to ongoing groundwater 
contamination and associated remediation 
activities. 

OLF Original Landfill Hillside dumping area of about 20 acres 
which was used from 1951 to 1968. It 
underwent extensive remediation with the 
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addition of a soil cap and groundwater 
monitoring locations. 

OU Operable Unit A term given to large areas of the site 
where remediation was focused. 

PCE perchloroethylene A volatile organic solvent used in past 
operations at the site. PCE is also found in 
environmental media as a breakdown 
product of other solvents. 

pCi/g picocuries per gram of 
soil 

A unit of radioactivity measure. The soil 
cleanup standard at the site was 50 pCi/g 
of soil. 

pCi/L picocuries per liter of 
water 

A water concentration measurement. The 
State of Colorado has a regulatory limit for 
Pu and Am which is 0.15 pCi/L of water.  
This standard is 100 times stricter than the 
EPA’s national standard. 

PLF Present Landfill Landfill constructed in 1968 to replace the 
OLF. During cleanup the PLF was closed 
under RCRA regulations with an extensive 
cap and monitoring system. 

PMJM Preble’s Meadow 
Jumping Mouse 

A species of mouse found along the Front 
Range that is on the endangered species 
list. There are several areas in the Refuge 
and COU that provide an adequate habitat 
for the mouse, usually found in drainages. 
Any operations that are planned in 
potential mouse habitat are strictly 
controlled.  

POC Point of Compliance 
(surface water) 

A surface water site that is monitored and 
must be found to be in compliance with 
federal and state standards for hazardous 
constituents. Violations of water quality 
standards at the points of compliance could 
result in DOE receiving financial penalties. 

POE Point of Evaluation 
(surface water) 

These are locations at Rocky Flats at 
which surface water is monitored for water 
quality. There are no financial penalties 
associated with water quality exceedances 
at these locations, but the site may be 
required to develop a plan of action to 
improve the water quality. 

POU Peripheral Operable 
Unit 

A CERCLA term used to describe the 
Wildlife Refuge lands of about 4,000 
acres. 
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Pu plutonium Plutonium is a metallic substance that was 
fabricated to form the core or "trigger" of a 
nuclear weapon. Formation of these 
triggers was the primary production 
mission of the Rocky Flats site. Pu-239 is 
the primary radioactive element of concern 
at the site. There are different forms of 
plutonium, called isotopes. Each isotope is 
known by a different number. Hence, there 
are plutonium 239, 238, 241 and others. 

RCRA Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act 

Federal law regulating hazardous waste. In 
Colorado, the EPA delegates CDPHE the 
authority to regulate hazardous wastes. 

RFCA Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Agreement 

The regulatory agreement which governed 
cleanup activities.  DOE, EPA, and 
CDPHE were signors. 

RFCAB Rocky Flats Citizen 
Advisory Board 

This group was formed as part of DOE’s 
site-specific advisory board network. They 
provided community feedback to DOE on 
a wide variety of Rocky Flats issues from 
1993-2006. 

RFCLOG Rocky Flats Coalition 
of Local Governments 

The predecessor organization of the Rocky 
Flats Stewardship Council 

RFETS Rocky Flats 
Environmental  
Technology Site 

The moniker for the site during cleanup 
years. 

RFLMA Rocky Flats Legacy 
Management 
Agreement 

The post-cleanup regulatory agreement 
between DOE, CDPHE, and EPA which 
governs site activities. The CDPHE takes 
lead regulator role, with support from EPA 
as required. 

RFNWR Rocky Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge 

The approximate 4,000 acres which 
compose the wildlife refuge. 

RFSOG Rocky Flats Site 
Operations Guide 

The nuts-and-bolt guide for post-closure 
site activities performed by DOE and its 
contractors. 

SEP Solar Evaporation 
Ponds 

In the 1950’s when the site’s liquid waste 
treatment capability was surpassed by the 
liquid waste generation rate, the site 
resulted to transferring liquid wastes to 
open-air holding ponds where solar energy 
was utilized to evaporate and concentrate 
the waste. The original SEPs were not 
impermeable and substantial quantities of 
uranium and nitrates made their way into 
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groundwater. As a result the solar ponds 
plume treatment system was necessary to 
treat the contaminated groundwater before 
it emerged as surface water in North 
Walnut Creek.  

SPPTS solar ponds plume 
treatment system 

System used to treat groundwater 
contaminated with uranium and nitrates. 
The nitrates originate from the former 
solar evaporation ponds which had high 
levels of nitric acid.  The uranium is 
primarily naturally-occurring with only a 
slight portion man-made. Effluent flows 
into North Walnut Creek 

SVOCs semi-volatile organic 
compounds 

These compounds are not as volatile as the 
solvent VOCs. They tend to be similar to 
oils and tars. They are found in many 
environmental media at the site. One of the 
most common items to contain SVOCs is 
asphalt. 

TCE trichloroethlyene A volatile organic solvent used in past 
operations at the site. TCE is also found in 
environmental media as a breakdown 
product of other solvents. 

U uranium Naturally occurring radioactive element. 
There were two primary isotopes of U used 
during production activities. The first was 
enriched U which contained a very high 
percentage (>90%) of U-235 which was 
used in nuclear weapons. The second 
isotope was U-238, also known as depleted 
uranium. This had various uses at the site 
and only had low levels of radioactivity. 

UHSU upper 
hydrostratigraphic unit 

A hydrogeology term describing the 
surficial materials and weathered bedrock 
found at Rocky Flats.  The UHSU is 
hydraulically isolated from the lower 
hydrostratigraphic unit (see LHSU). 
Groundwater in some UHSU areas of the 
site is contaminated with various 
contaminants of concern while 
groundwater in other UHSU areas is not 
impacted. All groundwater in the UHSU 
emerges to surface water before it leaves 
the site. 
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USFWS United States Fish & 
Wildlife Service 

An agency within the US Department of 
the Interior that is responsible for 
maintaining the nation-wide system of 
wildlife refuges, among other duties. The 
regional office is responsible for the 
RFNWR. 

VOC volatile organic 
compound 

These compounds include cleaning 
solvents that were used in the 
manufacturing operations at Rocky Flats. 
The VOCs used at Rocky Flats include 
carbon tetrachloride (often called carbon 
tet), trichloroethene (also called TCE), 
perchloroethylene (also called PCE), and 
methylene chloride. 

WCRA Woman Creek 
Reservoir Authority 

This group is composed of the three local 
communities, the Cities of Westminster, 
Northglenn, and Thornton, who use 
Stanley Lake as part of their drinking 
water supply network. Water from the site 
used to flow through Woman Creek to 
Stanley Lake but the reservoir severed that 
connection. The Authority has an 
operations agreement with DOE to manage 
the Woman Creek Reservoir. 

WQCC Water Quality Control 
Commission 

State board within CDPHE tasked with 
overseeing water quality issues throughout 
the state.  DOE has petitioned the WQCC 
several times in the last few years 
regarding water quality issues. 

ZVI zero valent iron A type of fine iron particles used to treat 
VOC’s in the ETPTS and MSPTS. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Business Items 
 

• February 1, 2016 draft board meeting minutes 
• List of Stewardship Council checks 
 
 
 

Original Landfill Briefing 
 

• Cover memo 
 
 
 

Rocky Flats NWR 
 

• Cover memo 
• “Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001” 
• USFWS map 
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ROCKY FLATS STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL 
Monday, February 1, 2016, 8:30 AM – 11:30 PM 

Rocky Mountain Metropolitan Airport, Terminal Building, Mount Evans Room 
11755 Airport Way, Broomfield, Colorado 

 
Board members in attendance: Sandra McDonald (Alternate, Arvada), Lisa Morzel (Director, 
City of Boulder), Deb Gardner (Director, Boulder County), David Allen (Alternate, Broomfield), 
Laura Weinberg (Director, Golden), Libby Szabo (Director, Jefferson County), Pat O’Connell 
(Alternate, Jefferson County), Shelley Stanley (Alternate, Northglenn), Ray Reling (Alternate, 
Northglenn), Joe Cirelli (Director, Superior), Jan Kulmann (Director, Thornton), Emily Hunt 
(Alternate, Thornton), Bruce Baker (Director, Westminster), Sharron Bird (Alternate, 
Westminster), Mary Fabisiak (Alternate, Westminster), Jeannette Hillery (Director, League of 
Women Voters), Roman Kohler (Rocky Flats Homesteaders), Arthur Widdowfield (Director, 
Rocky Flats Cold War Museum), Steven Franks.   
 
Stewardship Council staff members and consultants in attendance: David Abelson 
(Executive Director), Barb Vander Wall (Seter & Vander Wall, P.C), Rik Getty (Technical 
Program Manager), Erin Rogers (consultant). 
 
Attendees: Scott Surovchak (DOE-LM), Bob Darr (Navarro), Linda Kaiser (Navarro), David 
Ward (Navarro), Bob Fiehweg (Navarro), Stephen Pitton (Navarro), Jody Nelson (Navarro), 
Heather Brown (Navarro), John Boylan (Navarro), George Squibb (Navarro), Carl Spreng 
(CDPHE), Christine Howly (Woman Creek Reservoir Authority), Bonnie Graham Reed 
(citizen), John Reed (citizen), Anne Fenerty (citizen), Jon Lipsky (citizen), Pat Mellen (citizen), 
Marc Roberson (citizen), Ted Ziegler (citizen), Cynthia Winslow (PCM), Quentin Young (5280 
Magazine).  
 
Convene/Agenda Review 
 
Vice Chair Lisa Morzel convened the meeting at 8:30 a.m. The first order of business was 
introductions of Board members and the audience. Lisa noted that the Executive Committee met 
on December 14, and had reviewed and approved the agenda for this meeting. 
 
Election of Stewardship Council Officers for 2016 
 
The next item was the election of officers for 2016. Each year, the Board must elect a Chair, 
Vice Chair, and Secretary/Treasurer. As provided in the bylaws, the terms shall commence at the 
first meeting held on or after February 1 of each year. There are no limitations as to the number 
of terms one can serve. 
 
Prior to the meeting, three people had expressed an interest in serving as officers for 2016. Lisa 
Morzel volunteered to serve as Chair, Joyce Downing as Vice Chair and Jeannette Hillery as 
Secretary. Vice Chair Morzel asked if anyone else was interested in being considered for one of 
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the positions. No one replied.  Jeannette Hillery moved to close the discussion and approve Lisa 
Morzel as Chair, Joyce Downing as Vice Chair and Jeannette Hillery as Secretary/Treasurer. The 
motion was seconded by Joe Cirelli. The motion passed 14-0. 
 
Bruce Baker introduced Sharron Bird as a new Alternate member from Westminster. Barb 
Vander Wall noted that all 2016 Board members needed to sign the oaths of office which she had 
distributed. She said she would email the document to those who were not in attendance. 
 
Consent Agenda 
 
The Board moved on to the consent agenda, which included approval of the minutes from the 
last meeting and the checks written since the last meeting. David Abelson noted that there 
needed to be a change in minutes regarding the language that prefaced that Board going into 
Executive Session at the last meeting. Roman Kohler moved to approve the October 2015 Board 
minutes as amended and the checks. The motion was seconded by Bruce Baker.  The motion to 
accept the minutes and checks passed 14-0. 
 
Approval 2016 Meeting Dates and Notice Provisions Resolution 
 
Each year the Board is required to adopt a resolution establishing the meeting dates for the given 
year. The Board was provided with a suggested schedule for 2016 in the meeting packets. The 
proposed schedule, with the exception of the first meeting of the year, follows the Board’s 
meeting dates for 2015. The dates proposed were February 1, April 4, June 6, September 12 and 
October 31. Deb Gardner moved to approve the resolution and meeting notice provisions. The 
motion was seconded by Jeannette Hillery. The motion passed 14-0. 
 
Executive Director’s Report 
 
David Abelson began his update by noting a few new local government Board members for 
2016, including Sharron Bird, Martha Derda, Sam Weaver and Jan Kulmann. David next spoke 
about the Federal budget and shared that DOE-Legacy Management, the DOE program office 
that manages Rocky Flats, was funded at the levels that were requested. He also noted that the 
Stewardship Council’s 2015 audit was in process, and the Board would be briefed at the June 
meeting. David noted that the Board’s email distribution list had about 120 names on it, and that 
staff received about 2-3 new requests per month.  
 
David noted that in November he attended an annual Intergovernmental Working Group 
meeting. This group was created to provide a forum for increased communications between the 
Department of Energy Office of Environmental Management (DOE-EM) and intergovernmental 
organizations, which include the Energy Communities Alliance (ECA), the National Governors 
Association (NGA), the State and Tribal Government Working Group (STGWG), the 
Environmental Council of the States (ECOS), and the National Association of Attorneys General 
(NAAG).  David said there had been a dialogue on remediation issues, which annual includes $8 
billion in responsibilities and only $5.4 billion in funding. David facilitated a discussion on this 
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issue. He said Rocky Flats got lucky in terms of cleanup funding, as remediation here was 
completed before the budget landscape changed in Congress. He noted that other sites were 
facing much more complex cleanup issues. For example, he explained that the Hanford cleanup 
was expected to cost $200-300 billion (compared to about $7 billion at Rocky Flats). 
 
Public Comment  
 
Ted Ziegler said he wanted to comment on some discussions that took place during 2015 at these 
meetings. He said that Carl Spreng had commented often that Rocky Flats was safe. Ted said that 
he had not seen anything that proves this. He said that the building foundations and 
contamination were still there, and that he disputed Carl’s comments that the site was safe. (A 
copy of Mr. Ziegler’s written comments can be found here: 
http://rockyflatssc.org/public_comment/20160201%20Ted%20Ziegler%20Public%20Comment.
pdf) 
 
Anne Fenerty began by noting that Ted Ziegler had been a union safety representative at Rocky 
Flats. Anne stated that while some plutonium was shipped offsite, much was left onsite in the 
subsurface, creeks, and groundwater. She also noted that the original landfill was one of many 
contamination sites left, and that it was a huge area. She said it was used between 1952-1968, 
and that no one analyzed what was inside. She said it was located in an unstable area in a huge 
floodplain. She added that the accelerated action used as part of cleanup did not use a RCRA 
closure, which she said was recommended by an expert. She said that a geomembrane should 
have been used to keep water out. She noted that the closure had resulted in great number of 
contact reports. Anne said that CDPHE has grant from DOE to approve the contract records, and 
that she believed this was a conflict of interest. She referred to the opinion of Dr. Dwyer related 
to the original landfill and asked why DOE did not follow the recommendation of their own 
highly qualified scientist. 
 
Jon Lipsky introduced himself as a local stakeholder. He said he wrote a paper about the buffer 
zone and refuge areas, and that he had many concerns about safety in the present day. He said 
that the public was not allowed to comment on contact records, or the five year reviews at Rocky 
Flats. (A copy of Mr. Lipsky’s written comments can be found here: 
http://rockyflatssc.org/public_comment/20160201%20RFSC%20Public%20Comment%20-
%20Jon%20Lipsky.pdf) 
 
At this time, Chair Morzel asked members of the audience to introduce themselves. 
 
Host DOE Quarterly Meeting 
 
DOE was on hand to brief the Board regarding site activities for the third quarter of 2015.  The 
full report was posted on the Rocky Flats website. Activities included surface water monitoring, 
groundwater monitoring, ecological monitoring, and site operations (inspections, maintenance, 
etc.). DOE was also asked to include an overview of the recent events at the Original Landfill 
(OLF).  

http://rockyflatssc.org/public_comment/20160201%20Ted%20Ziegler%20Public%20Comment.pdf
http://rockyflatssc.org/public_comment/20160201%20Ted%20Ziegler%20Public%20Comment.pdf
http://rockyflatssc.org/public_comment/20160201%20RFSC%20Public%20Comment%20-%20Jon%20Lipsky.pdf
http://rockyflatssc.org/public_comment/20160201%20RFSC%20Public%20Comment%20-%20Jon%20Lipsky.pdf
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Surface Water Monitoring – George Squibb 
George began the presentation by reviewing surface water activities for the quarter. He began 
with a quick review of the monitoring requirements and map of locations and monitoring sites, 
also what constituents they monitor for.   
 
Performance monitoring at the Original Landfill (OLF) showed composite sampling results for 
arsenic and selenium that were above the RFLMA standards. The mean arsenic concentration 
was 10.6 μg/L for the quarter (RFLMA standard is 10 μg/L), and the mean selenium 
concentration was 6.7 μg/L for the quarter (RFLMA standard is 4.6 μg/L). These results 
prompted increased sampling frequency (monthly) for the fourth quarter, per RFLMA evaluation 
protocols. Similar concentrations were detected at the upstream location GS05. George noted 
that new results had just been received, but not yet validated. These results showed that the 
constituents were not detected.  
 
Routine third quarter sampling at the Present Landfill (PLF) showed three analytes above the 
applicable RFLMA standards. The vinyl chloride concentration was 0.28 μg/L, exceeding the 
practical quantitation limit of 0.2 μg/L. The arsenic concentration was 18 μg/L, exceeding the 
standard of 10 μg/L. The selenium concentration was 14 μg/L, exceeding the standard of 4.6 
μg/L. Per RFLMA evaluation protocols, the results triggered an increase in sampling frequency 
from quarterly to monthly. Subsequent results from the first monthly sample showed all three 
analytes either below the standard or not detected. 
 
George moved on to an update on Point of Evaluation (POE) monitoring. At location SW027, 
the 12-month rolling average for plutonium was reportable as of April 30, 2015. Results showed 
12-month rolling averages of 0.22pCi/L (April 30) and 0.72 pCi/L (May 31). The standard is 
0.15 pCi/L. A composite sample that was initiated June 12 was still in progress, as the creek 
stopped flowing around this time. Because of this, the results at this location were still 
considered ‘reportable’. RFLMA Contact Record 2015-05 was issued July 8, which called for 
mitigating actions including enhancing upstream erosion controls. All results from the 
downstream location at WOMPOC were less than the applicable standards. No other RFLMA 
POE analyte concentrations were reportable throughout third quarter. 
 
George concluded his presentation by noting that all RFLMA POC analyte concentrations 
remained below reportable levels throughout third quarter. 
 
Shelley Stanley asked how long they could keep the composite sample that was started in June at 
SW027. George said it was discarded in January. Sandra McDonald asked if the site saw a lot of 
vegetation growth in the erosion control areas due to the wet summer. Jody Nelson responded 
that the vegetation did really well. George added that they used a new product as an erosion 
control tool. It consisted of toothpick size wood chips derived from beetle kill trees that stay 
interlocked and in place to keep moisture in the soil. Steven Franks asked if the site was testing 
to see if the arsenic found in samples was organic or inorganic, and if they could distinguish 
between natural and manmade. George said that they simply evaluated the results against the 
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standard, and did not distinguish background levels. He explained that if results exceeded the 
standard, consultation would be triggered and could prompt an analysis. He also noted that the 
standards take background levels into account. George noted that the Rocky Flats Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) included specifics on all constituents at the site. David 
Allen asked if there were any further plans at SW027. George said that they would be adding 
more erosion matting in the South Interceptor Ditch (SID), including a couple hundred square 
feet at the bottom of drop structures. Anne Fenerty asked which facility performed the isotopic 
analysis for radionuclides. George said that Lawrence Berkeley performed this analysis for 
uranium from Rocky Flats. 
 
Groundwater Monitoring – John Boylan 
John started by noting this quarter is a light sampling quarter per RFLMA monitoring 
requirements. 10 RCRA wells were sampled quarterly. Groundwater quality was generally 
consistent with previous results. He added that all results would be evaluated in the annual 
report. John noted that heavy spring precipitation continued to affect groundwater levels and 
treatment system flows. 
 
Because of the precipitation, treatment systems experienced above-average flows. At the Mound 
Site Plume Treatment System (MSPTS), routine maintenance was performed on the air stripper 
and other components. The site also continued designing the system reconfiguration, with 
construction scheduled for mid-2016.  
 
At the East Trenches Plume Treatment System (ETPTS), routine maintenance included: 

• Adjusting timer settings 
• Monitoring power levels (augmented with generator as necessary) 
• Replacing malfunctioning effluent pump (augmented with portable sump pump as 

necessary) 
• Cleaning scale from some components (less scale buildup compared to original, small-

scale air stripper) 
 
At the Solar Ponds Plume Treatment System (SPPTS), the following activities were performed 
during the quarter: 

• Continued microcell and lagoon tests 
• Replacing malfunctioning ITSS pump 
• Replacing damaged wiring 
• Developing procurement package to construct interim configuration 

o Empty original “Big Box” structure, scale it up to test full-scale lagoon operation 
and performance 

o Construction scheduled for early 2016 
 
Shelley Stanley asked for a numerical representation of the increased flows. John said at the 
ETPTS, the average flow was 1.5-2 gpm (gallons per minute), and this increased to 6 gpm for a 
period of months. He said it was approximately 3 gpm currently.  Shelley asked about 
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accommodating additional influent from the MSPTS. John said they had added more power. 
Mary Fabisiak asked if this was solar or portable power. John clarified that the current power 
configuration was adequate under normal conditions, but they would be adding more battery 
power. 
 
Site Operations – Linda Kaiser 
Linda started by noting quarterly sign inspections determined that all sings were in good 
condition.  
 
At the OLF, three monthly inspections were performed. One weather-related inspection occurred 
in July due to a precipitation event producing more than one inch of rain in a 24-hour period. 
Eight settlement monuments were also monitored during the quarter. Linda said that cracking 
and slumping were less pronounced on the OLF east and west sides, as compared to second 
quarter observations. An interim construction action to reestablish surface water management on 
portions of the OLF began August 18 and was completed September 22. This included grading, 
smoothing, and filling cracks to promote water drainage from the cover. The existing east 
subsurface drain was ‘potholed’ to investigate a reason for low flows. No blockages were found. 
Finally, seed and erosion control matting was installed on all disturbed areas. Linda showed a 
number of photos and maps to demonstrate where these actions occurred on and around the OLF. 
She pointed out that most of the movement was outside of the waste footprint. 
 
At the Present Landfill (PLF), one quarterly inspection was performed. No issues were observed. 
Linda said that inclement weather brought a requirement to investigate the former building areas 
for damage to the surface. Former Building Areas 371, 771, 881, and 991 were inspected. 
Subsidence areas were observed and filled at 881 and 771. These subsidences ranged from one-
to-three feet wide, and 1 to 1.5 feet deep. Shelley Stanley asked how many cubic yards of soil 
was used to fill areas around the buildings. Linda said it was not much (less than truckload) 
because there were only two small holes found.  
 
Shelley noted the eight settlement monuments that had been monitored and asked how many 
were there originally. Linda said no settlement monuments had been lost, and that there had 
always been eight. David Allen asked why DOE stopped monitoring the inclinometers in the 
OLF. Linda said some of them had failed at depth, and some more shallowly. She added that it 
was uncertain whether they had been getting useful data. She said only two inclinometers had not 
broken. David Allen asked how large an area was disturbed as part of the OLF regrading 
activities. Linda said she thought it was four acres, but was not sure of that number. Steven 
Franks asked whether there were any plans to replace the inclinometers. Linda said they did not 
know yet, as this was part of the ongoing evaluation. She explained that inclinometers measured 
in very small increments, which may not be useful given the conditions. Murph Widdowfield 
asked if they had observed any slumping on adjacent lands. Linda said not that particular ridge, 
but that there were two areas by North Walnut Creek that were doing the same thing.  John 
Boylan noted that the last DOE quarterly presentation included some photos of this. Deb Gardner 
asked how close the movement was to the actual debris of the landfill. Linda said that the debris 
was quite scattered. She said when work was being completed, they found just couple small 
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pieces of debris. She added that they did not have really good records of what was dumped in the 
landfill. Deb noted public concern about radioactive waste in the OLF, and asked whether they 
scanned for this. Linda said that any debris was scanned as it was discovered. Deb asked if there 
were there records of these scans. Linda said she was not sure whether this information was 
included in the quarterly report. Lisa Morzel asked if they scanned for VOC’s. Linda said that if 
they were suspicious of something they encountered, they would scan it. Lisa asked if they 
would do the same if there was something that made them suspicious about the soil. Linda said 
they would; however, there was no routine sampling of soil during the regrading.  
 
Site ecology – Jody Nelson 
Jody spoke about the numerous ecology activities performed during the quarter. Activities 
included: 

• Conducted Preble’s mouse and wetland mitigation monitoring, wetland delineations, and 
revegetation monitoring 

• Conducted forb nursery monitoring 
• Surveyed current and former prairie dog towns in and near the COU for activity (none 

were found in COU) 
• Conducted revegetation activities 
• Treated approximately 145 acres with herbicides for weed control 
• Continued watering habitat enhancement shrubs planted in spring 2015 

 
Anne Fenerty noted that Boulder County had a major problem with prairie dogs.  Lisa Morzel 
asked if the site had seen any shift in the raptor population in conjunction with prairie dog 
numbers. Jody said that they did not do quantitative analyses of the raptor population, but he had 
not noticed any real changes in the numbers. 
 
Briefing/Discussion on Original Landfill 
 
DOE’s briefing on the Original Landfill (OLF) included its history, monitoring data during 
cleanup, remedial actions taken to close the OLF, and post-closure monitoring and maintenance. 
DOE had hoped to include a discussion of the engineer’s report to help stabilize the OLF, but 
that report was delayed and will be discussed at the April meeting. 
 
Linda Kaiser began the presentation by displaying an aerial photo of the landfill area taken in 
1936. The approximate boundaries of the current landfill movement areas were highlighted on 
the photo and showed how those locations were unstable and uneven long before Rocky Flats 
was constructed.  Linda explained that construction and other debris, along with general facility 
waste, was placed in a 20-acre area from 1952 to 1968. The types of waste included: 
 

• Small amounts of waste with hazardous constituents 
• Asphalt, construction debris 
• Office and building debris 
• Commonly used VOCs 
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• PCB waste such as carbonless copy paper, small capacitors 
• Metals such as beryllium, lead, and chromium 

 
A total of approximately 74,000 cubic yards of waste was disposed at the OLF. Waste 
segregation was practiced, with most radioactive and hazardous waste disposed in other areas of 
Rocky Flats or in Idaho. 
 
Filter backwash wastewater (from making potable water) was discharged to an evaporation pond 
in the area of the landfill and covered with fill by 1964. In 1965, 60 kg of burning depleted 
uranium was dumped in the landfill. 40 kg of this material was recovered and further removal of 
depleted uranium in surface soil was completed in 2004. 
 
A soil cover was placed over the disposed waste when the OLF was shut down in 1968. At that 
time, the Present Landfill (PLF) opened to receive this type of waste. Also, the South Interceptor 
Ditch (SID) was built across the southern portion of the landfill in 1980. Linda showed a few 
more photos of the OLF area taken in the 1960’s and 1970’s. 
 
There were some early cleanup efforts at the OLF during the production years. In 1979, three 
locations containing depleted uranium were found and one box of soil was removed. At an 
unknown date, Woman Creek near the western portion of the landfill was relocated. In 1990, a 
barrel with radioactive materials was removed and followed by a radiological survey of the entire 
OLF area. In 1993, pieces of radioactive debris were removed (depleted uranium). These were 
small spherical pieces of rusty material and concrete coated with corroded metallic material. 
 
In 1996, the Remedial Investigation was completed. In 2004, surface soil contaminated with 
uranium above Wildlife Refuge Worker Action Levels was removed. The final Interim 
Measure/Interim Remedial Action (IM/IRA) document (2005) addressed remedy selection for 
the OLF.  Linda shared some highlights from the IM/IRA: 
 

• Page 5-1: “OLF has been closed for approximately 35 years with an inadequate soil cover 
and limited stormwater run-on and run-off controls, and very little maintenance applied, 
and yet the levels and extent of contamination in environmental media are quite low.” 

• Page 4-8: “…Groundwater quality is not significantly impacted by the OLF.” 
• Page 4-9: “frequency of occurrence (of downgradient surface water analytes above action 

levels) is not sufficient to indicate the OLF has a significant chronic impact on surface 
water quality.” 

 
Based on these findings, two Remedial Action Objectives were developed. These were 1) to 
prevent direct contact with landfill soil and commingled waste, and 2) to control erosion caused 
by stormwater run-on and runoff. The strategy designed to meet these remedy objectives 
included: 
 

• Remove uranium-contaminated surface soils 
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• Install a stable landfill cover to prevent direct contact with soil or debris 
• Install a landfill cover that controls erosion caused by stormwater run-on and runoff 
• Adopt institutional controls to supplement engineering controls 

 
Linda showed photos taken of the work performed during the closure of the OLF, followed by a 
depiction of the current landfill features. She then moved to a summary of events at the OLF 
since closure. 
 
In 2007, localized cover slumping and settling was observed, primarily on the west side, and 
Seep 8 appeared at the eastern toe of the buttress. A geotechnical investigation was begun in 
2008 with the following objectives: 
 

• Evaluate possible causes of localized slumping 
• Develop feasible alternatives for mitigating localized slumping 
• Consider seep impacts and evaluate berm heights and channel slopes 

 
The results of the investigation included: 
 

• The clay layer containing organic materials at bedrock contact appeared to be a weak 
interface area 

• Modeling predicted small-scale instability when percolating moisture lubricated weak 
layer 

• The buttress provided stability and no large-scale instability was predicted 
• Selected path forward was filling cracks and repairing localized movement if necessary; 

no large-scale actions 
• Berm heights were re-evaluated 

 
Actions undertaken during this timeframe included extending the drain at Seep 7, reconfiguring 
the West perimeter channel, opening of the drain in the west perimeter channel, adding a 
subsurface drain in the west perimeter/berm 3 channels, and berm and channel maintenance. 
After the west perimeter channel reconfiguration in 2009, no significant movement or cracking 
was found. Occasional small cracks were filled in accordance with the monitoring and 
maintenance plan. Scott Surovchak added that some trench characterization was also performed 
during this timeframe. 
 
A flood occurred in September 2013 and was classified as a100-year rainfall event. It resulted in 
cracking through Berm 4 and into Berm 5 on the east side. No significant erosion occurred. 
There was some minor gullying and erosion at the ends of some berm channels where connected 
to perimeter channels. The surface water management features performed well. After the event, 
cracks were filled and a temporary drain was installed at berm 4. A larger scale re-grade was 
designed for the east perimeter channel; however, implementation was delayed by early winter 
weather. 
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Cracking and slumping, mostly associated with the east perimeter channel and the Berm 4 area, 
continued through the spring of 2014. DOE re-evaluated the design for the east perimeter 
channel reconfiguration, and construction was completed in January 2015. All soil disturbance 
and regrading was performed outside the waste footprint area. 
 
Another round of extended heavy precipitation took place over several months in the spring of 
2015. This resulted in significant cracking, slumping, and movement on the east side of the OLF. 
The west side of the OLF experienced some movement on the west end of Berms 1 and 2. The 
center section of the landfill experienced no visible movement, just small cracks in a few 
locations. As the most immediate need was to conduct water off the cover, initial short-term 
actions included installing an overland drain pipe and developing small drainage channels. Linda 
displayed several photos of the wet conditions and the actions taken to mitigate the effects at the 
OLF. 
 
Additional interim actions to address the issues included re-grading affected areas to restore the 
water management functions of the cover and close cracks. It was noted that the two-foot cover 
requirement was not maintained in some areas, primarily outside the waste footprint. A few 
pieces of debris were noted during regrading, but none were radiologically contaminated. 
 
Linda said that DOE was currently evaluating a longer term path forward for the OLF. This 
includes an engineering evaluation of wide range of technical alternatives to increase slope 
stability and evaluate water management features. She said the alternatives would be ranked 
according to how effective they were predicted to be. Cost estimates and regulatory implications 
would then be developed for short-listed technical alternatives. 
 
Ongoing OLF monitoring and maintenance actions were prescribed by RFLMA and detailed in 
the OLF Monitoring and Maintenance (M&M) Plan.  These include: 
 

• Inspections 
o Monthly as required by RFLMA 
o Currently performed weekly as a best management practice 
o Performed after 1 inch of rain in 24 hours or significant melt of a 10-inch or more 

snow accumulation 
• 8 settlement monuments surveyed quarterly 
• Inclinometer monitoring (discontinued) 
• Topographic survey every two years 
• Berm and channel maintenance every two years 
• Consultation with geotechnical engineer triggered by specified events 
• Institutional controls 
• Four RCRA monitoring wells 
• Surface water monitoring at GS05 and GS59 
• Reporting in quarterly and annual environmental monitoring reports 
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Linda concluded her presentation by reviewing water quality monitoring results at the OLF. She 
said water was analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, and metals including uranium. There is one 
upgradient monitoring location and three downgradient locations. Results have been consistent 
year-to-year. VOCs and SVOCs have rarely been detected. Overall, monitoring did not indicate 
any water quality impacts from the landfill. 
 
Emily Hunt asked if DOE understood how much of the groundwater was coming from the mesa 
and how much from rainfall. Linda said that part of what they were looking at was whether 
additional groundwater controls would be effective. She said that there was definitely a 
groundwater component to what was going on. Shelley Stanley asked if they re-seeded after the 
2015 re-grading. Linda said that was done right away. They also used coconut and plastic 
reinforcement matting. David Abelson noted the concerns that Anne Fenerty had brought up 
repeatedly about not using a RCRA Subtitle C cap at the OLF, and asked Linda to address these 
concerns. Linda noted that the Rocky Flats Intermediate Measure/Intermediate Remedial Action 
(IM/IRA) report explained how the decision was made to choose the OLF cover configuration. 
She said that new guidelines for military and municipal landfills included designs similar to what 
was in place at the OLF.  She explained that there were several types of RCRA caps. Linda noted 
that a thicker cap with more layers would add a lot of weight, which would in turn lead to more 
movement. Carl Spreng (CDPHE) added that as part of the evaluation of the OLF closure 
requirements, five State criteria were reviewed, and three of these were found to be relevant and 
appropriate to Rocky Flats. He noted that a layered cap was inappropriate for several reasons. 
Jeannette Hillery asked whether there were RCRA covers at other locations that had a similar 
level of slope as the OLF. Linda said she did not know. She added that the ongoing geotechnical 
evaluation would be looking at and considering different type of covers.   
 
Deb Gardner asked if DOE knew what was causing new seeps to be formed. Linda said it was 
groundwater daylighting on the hillside. Deb asked what would have happened with this 
groundwater if there were a RCRA cap in place. Anne Fenerty said she was not the one who 
suggested the RCRA cap, and that it was Dr. Dwyer. She said that the agencies decided it would 
be too expensive. David Abelson pointed out that Dwyer was not hired by DOE, but by the 
Woman Creek Reservoir Authority. He added that the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local 
Governments had rejected what Dwyer recommended because of the weight and the fact that the 
cap he was recommending would cover Woman Creek. At the time, the governments preferred 
that the waste be excavated. However, the risk to workers and the desire to not set a precedent 
led to a different decision by the agencies. David noted that Westminster had been a dissenting 
voice in terms of accepting the cap design.  
 
Lisa Morzel asked if DOE would make the same decision today for the OLF closure given what 
they knew now. Scott Surovchak said he still would not have made the decision to excavate the 
waste. He said that the priority was getting the buildings and other materials offsite, and that 
excavation of the OLF would have generated a huge waste stream that presented little to no risk 
if left in place. He said there were several very well-placed monitoring sites throughout the OLF, 
and added that there had been a great deal of characterization data gathered from the early 1980’s 
through as recently as 2009. This data showed low to no risks at this location. Scott said that if 
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the site had been excavated, all of the soil would have had to have been treated as hazardous 
(low level mixed) waste because it could not be feasibly characterized. It would then have had to 
be shipped by truck or rail to the Envirocare facility in Utah.   
 
Steven Franks asked if was a way to measure water pressure at the OLF. Linda said there had 
been, but the instruments had failed and there was no requirement to repair. John Boylan noted 
that there were 83 wells and piezometers in the OLF before closure. Steven asked if it would be 
possible to de-water north of landfill. John said it would possible, but not realistically feasible. 
Deb Gardner asked about a report that estimated that excavation of the OLF would produce 
74,000 cubic yards of waste. Scott and Linda responded that when the soil was included, the 
amount would be much higher.  
 
Ted Ziegler referenced a DOE statement from January 2015 that pointed to plutonium as the 
main focus at Rocky Flats. He argued that there were many other toxic materials sprayed and 
buried at the site, and that the soil should be sampled. He said he got the answer that this was not 
required. He said he believed people were still being exposed to contaminants and said he 
wondered what the future health effects would be. Linda Kaiser again referred to the RI/FS 
report which documented a huge amount of soil sampling that took place at the site, representing 
millions of data points. Ted responded that the contamination was still there and was still 
affecting anyone in the area, including workers. Linda explained that risk assessments were used 
and that health and safety personnel looked at every job and determined safety procedures. 
 
Sandra McDonald asked if any drainage was added to the seep areas. Linda said they did add 
drainage in order to move the water off faster. They installed rock drains, which conducted the 
water to the East Perimeter Channel or other locations. Sandra asked if these were sampled. 
Linda said they were not, but if problems were found at the monitoring points, they would move 
back up the drainage to investigate. Sandra asked how the site would know if VOCs were 
encountered since they dissipated in air. John Boylan noted that groundwater was monitored for 
VOCs and SVOCs, and they rarely see anything detected, let alone anything close to the 
standards.  Anne Fenerty asked if there was a RCRA well southwest of OLF. John said there 
were three at south end of landfill. She said she was concerned that these wells were not inside 
the COU. John said they were inside. Anne had been referring to well GS05, which was located 
on refuge lands. She said she did not think there could be any wells in refuge. Scott said that was 
not true.  
 
Public Comment 
 
There was none. 
 
Board Roundtable – Big Picture/Additional Questions/Issue Identification 
 
Joe Cirelli noted that the Town of Superior sent a set of questions to the Stewardship Council. 
David and Rik provided answers related to impact of rains and flooding during the past couple of 
years. Joe said that the answers were posted on the Town of Superior website. 
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Shelley Stanley said that the Woman Creek Reservoir Authority had written to DOE regarding a 
recent contract record. David said that letter and DOE’s response would be included in the 
Stewardship Council’s January update. 
 
Lisa Morzel noted that she had been was working on the Rocky Mountain Greenway project 
along with Deb Gardner. This planned trail system was to begin at DIA, connect the three Front 
Range National Wildlife Refuges, continue north from Boulder to Lyons, and then all the way to 
Rocky Mountain National Park. Planning efforts include the east part of Rocky Flats. They have 
also talked about connections with Westminster and Broomfield open space locations. Libby 
Szabo said that she had maps of the plans if anyone would like a copy.  
 
Big Picture Review 
 
David Abelson explained that at the upcoming April meeting, the Stewardship Council would be 
operating as the Local Stakeholder Organization (LSO) for part of the meeting, and in a non-
LSO capacity for the other part. He explained that the Chair would gavel the opening and closing 
of each part of the meeting so that it will be extremely clear what role the Board was playing at 
each time. At this meeting, there will be a review and look back at the positions of the seven 
original local governments during the time cleanup decisions were being made. 
 
April 4, 2016 
 

Potential Business Items  
 

Potential Briefing Items  
• Original Landfill – Update (LSO) 
• DOE-USFWS Visitor Center (both LSO and non-LSO) 
• USFWS Refuge Plans (non-LSO) 

 
June 6, 2016 

 
Potential Business Items  

• Receive 2015 audit 
 
Potential Briefing Items  

• DOE quarterly update 
• Discontinuance of Air Quality Sampling 
• Overview of RFLMA Sampling 
 

Issues to watch: 
 

• Original landfill 
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• Uranium exceedances 
• Plutonium levels at SW027 
• Groundwater treatment systems 
• Plutonium movement in soil column 

 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:05 a.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted by Erin Rogers. 



Type Num Date Name Account Paid Amount Original Amount

Check 01/31/2016 CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -3.50

Admin Services-Misc Services -3.50 3.50

TOTAL -3.50 3.50

Check 1781 02/05/2016 Century Link CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -26.29

Telecommunications -26.29 26.29

TOTAL -26.29 26.29

Bill P... 1782 02/05/2016 Jennifer A. Bohn CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -532.00

Bill 16-7 01/31/2016 Accounting Fees -532.00 532.00

TOTAL -532.00 532.00

Bill P... 1783 02/05/2016 Seter & Vander Wall, P.C. CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -2,208.00

Bill 72623 01/31/2016 Attorney Fees -2,208.00 2,208.00

TOTAL -2,208.00 2,208.00

Bill P... 1784 02/10/2016 Crescent Strategies, LLC CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -8,232.03

Bill 1/31/16 ... 01/31/2016 Personnel - Contract -7,150.00 7,150.00
Telecommunications -132.70 132.70
TRAVEL-Local -49.14 49.14
Postage -15.99 15.99
TRAVEL-Out of State -884.20 884.20

TOTAL -8,232.03 8,232.03

Check 1785 03/09/2016 Century Link CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -26.87

Telecommunications -26.87 26.87

TOTAL -26.87 26.87

Bill P... 1786 03/09/2016 Blue Sky Bistro CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -224.13

Bill 2226 01/28/2016 Misc Expense-Local Government -224.13 224.13

TOTAL -224.13 224.13

Bill P... 1787 03/09/2016 Crescent Strategies, LLC CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -8,414.13

Bill 2/29/16 ... 02/29/2016 Personnel - Contract -7,150.00 7,150.00
Telecommunications -134.25 134.25
TRAVEL-Local -92.88 92.88
Postage -15.99 15.99
TRAVEL-Out of State -971.01 971.01
Supplies -50.00 50.00

TOTAL -8,414.13 8,414.13

Bill P... 1788 03/09/2016 Jennifer A. Bohn CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -608.00

Bill 16-14 02/29/2016 Accounting Fees -608.00 608.00

TOTAL -608.00 608.00

Bill P... 1789 03/09/2016 Seter & Vander Wall, P.C. CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating -1,610.22

Bill 72754 02/29/2016 Attorney Fees -1,610.22 1,610.22

TOTAL -1,610.22 1,610.22

12:23 PM Rocky Flats Stewardship Council
03/17/16 Check Detail-2015

January 21 through March 17, 2016

Page 1
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Steven Franks 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Stewardship Council Board 
FROM: Rik Getty 
SUBJECT: Original Landfill Geotechnical Engineering Report Briefing 
DATE: March 20, 2016 
 
 
In follow up to the prior conversations about slumping at the Original Landfill (OLF), DOE will 
discuss the findings and draft recommendations from its independent geotechnical engineer.  The 
engineer was retained to evaluate the problems and propose solutions to address slumping and 
thus increase stability. We have scheduled one hour for the presentation and discussion. 
 
The following from DOE outlines the report’s findings and potential solutions to increase the 
stability.  
 

“We received the OLF options evaluation from the geotechnical subcontractor and are 
performing our review.  The report provides technical evaluation of a wide range of 
alternatives. DOE and Navarro are working with the subcontractor to select the most 
promising of these alternatives for further evaluation including a cost/benefit analysis and 
regulatory analysis. 
 
The geotechnical subcontractor has stated that the instability at the OLF can be attributed to 
three factors: 

• Comparatively weak soils that are naturally occurring at the site; 
• A slope angle that is sufficiently steep such that the soils can mobilize downslope; 

and 
• Water that is introduced into the already weak soils from one or more of several 

sources including surface run-on and run-off, precipitation and infiltration, and 
groundwater.  

 
The easiest of the factors to change is the water factor.  Mitigating measures that can be 
implemented to reduce water in the subsurface or divert subsurface flow around the OLF will 
have a positive impact in the stability of the soils.” 
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In preparation for the meeting, please review the draft minutes from the February 1, 2016, 
Stewardship Council meeting.  The briefing packet from that meeting, which includes the OLF 
briefing memo, can be found at: http://rockyflatssc.org/agendas.html  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 

http://rockyflatssc.org/agendas.html
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ROCKY FLATS STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL 
 P.O. Box 17670       (303) 412-1200 
 Boulder, CO 80308-0670      (303) 600-7773 (f) 
 www.rockyflatssc.org 
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City of Golden -- City of Northglenn -- City of Thornton -- City of Westminster -- Town of Superior 
League of Women Voters -- Rocky Flats Cold War Museum -- Rocky Flats Homesteaders 

Steven Franks 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Board 
FROM: David Abelson 
SUBJECT: USFWS Overview of Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
DATE: March 26, 2016 
 
 
We have scheduled 75 minutes for the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to brief 
the Board on the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge.  The briefing and discussion will include 
the Refuge management plan.  
 
Executive Summary 

1. The “Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001” provides the legislative 
authority to establish the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge.  (The bill language is 
attached.) 

2. The Refuge management plan, called the Comprehensive Conservation Plan, seeks to 
balance public use and conservation. 

3. The seven governments that comprised the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local 
Governments—Boulder, Boulder County, Superior, Broomfield, Westminster, Arvada, 
and Jefferson County—unanimously supported the Refuge Act, but were split on the 
preferred management plan for the Refuge. 

4. Nether federal law nor agency action requires ongoing soil sampling or air monitoring in 
order to allow for public access of the Refuge. 

 
Background -- Cleanup, Certification and the Refuge 
The “Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001” provides the legislative authority to 
create the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge.  This bipartisan bill, sponsored by then-
Congressman Mark Udall and then-Senator Wayne Allard, was unanimously supported by the 
seven governments that formed the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments (the 
Stewardship Council’s predecessor).  Among other provisions, the Refuge Act provides the that 
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge would be established following completion of cleanup 
activities, approval of the applicable regulatory decisions, and certification from the EPA that 
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cleanup and closure are complete.  The last of these requirements was completed in September 
2006. 
 
Importantly, the legal determinations regarding completion of cleanup activities, long-term 
safety, and compliance with the applicable federal and state cleanup laws was the responsibility 
of DOE, CDPHE and EPA, not USFWS.  Likewise, permissible uses of the lands that comprise 
the Refuge are first and foremost the responsibility of DOE, CDPHE and EPA.  While the 
Refuge Act defines permissible uses of the land (namely, Refuge-related activities), there are no 
use restrictions resulting from cleanup activities.  Finally, the Refuge Act provides that DOE 
retains the authority for any response action, even on lands subsequently transferred to USFWS.   
 
Taken together, the question of whether the Refuge is safe for workers and visitors rests with 
DOE, CDPHE and EPA, not USFWS.  Those agencies determined that the Refuge meets or 
exceeds all federal and state standards and is therefore safe for public use and for USFWS 
workers. 
 
Refuge Purposes 
The Refuge Act identified four purposes of the Rocky Flats Refuge: 
 

1. Restoring and preserving native ecosystems 
2. Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants and migratory and 

resident wildlife 
3. Conserving threatened and endangered species 
4. Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research 

 
The Refuge Act also provides USFWS is to manage the Refuge to ensure that wildlife-dependent 
public uses, and environmental education and interpretation, are the priority public uses of the 
Refuge. 
 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan 
The Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) guides USFWS management activities at the 
Rocky Flats Refuge.  It was approved in 2005 following an extensive public discussion, 
completion of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and issuance of the Record of Decision 
(ROD).   
 
As adopted, the CCP provides for the following broad-reaching goals (quoting from USFWS 
documents): 
 

1. Wildlife and Habitat Management: Conserve, restore and sustain the biological diversity 
of the native flora and fauna of the mountain/prairie interface with particular 
consideration given to threatened and endangered species. 

2. Public Use, Education and Interpretation: Provide visitors and students high quality 
recreational, educational and interpretive opportunities and foster an understanding and 
appreciation of: the Refuge’s xeric tallgrass prairie; upland shrub and wetland habitats; 
native wildlife; the history of the site; and the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS). 
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3. Safety: Conduct operations and manage public access in accordance with the final Rocky 
Flats’ cleanup decision documents to ensure the safety of the Refuge visitors, staff and 
neighbors. 

4. Effective and Open Communication: Conduct a variety of communication outreach 
efforts to raise public awareness about the Refuge programs, management decisions, and 
the mission of the Service and the NWRS. 

5. Working with Others: Foster beneficial partnerships with individuals, government 
agencies, non-governmental organizations, and others to promote resource conservation, 
compatible wildlife-related research, public use, site history, and infrastructure. 

6. Refuge Operations: Based on available funds, provide facilities and staff to fulfill the 
Refuge vision and purpose. 

 
CCP Alternatives 
In developing the plan, USFWS held numerous public meetings, met regularly with local 
governments, and worked to develop a CCP that meets the differing interests and goals of the 
neighboring governments. USFWS developed four alternatives: 
 
Alternative A: No Action 
Under this alternative, USFWS would not develop any public use facilities and would not 
implement any new management, restoration, or educational programs. This alternative was not 
selected because it would limit habitat restoration and public use opportunities. All EIS analyses 
must include a “No Action” alternative. 
 
Alternative B: Wildlife, Habitat and Public Uses (selected Alternative) 
USFWS believes this alternative best meets the missions as established in the USFWS’ organic 
act and the Refuge Act.  USFWS argues the alternative best balances wildlife and habitat 
management needs, compatible wildlife-dependent public uses, and budgetary constraints.  The 
use of prescribed fire is included in this alternative. 
 
Alternative C: Ecological Restoration 
This alternative emphasizes conservation and restoration of large tracts of wildlife habitats.  
Activities would attempt to replicate pre-settlement conditions, with limited public use and 
facility development.  A single trail with access to the Rock Creek drainage would be developed, 
but access would be limited to guided tours only.  Research would be allowed.  The alternative 
was not selected because it does not provide for compatible wildlife-dependent public use 
opportunities. 
 
Alternative D: Public Use 
This alternative emphasizes public use.  The alternative was not selected due to (1) cost of 
implementation, and (2) USFWS’ conclusion that such use would preclude some habitat 
restoration and monitoring efforts, and result in more extensive environmental impacts.  
 
Local Governments 
During the development of the CCP, Boulder, Boulder County, Superior, Broomfield 
Westminster, Arvada and Jefferson County were organized under the Rocky Flats Coalition of 
Local Governments (Coalition).  These governments split on the best management prescription. 
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Broomfield Westminster, Arvada and Jefferson County supported Alternative B.  Boulder and 
Superior supported Alternative C.  Boulder County supported Alternative A, but also noted it 
would support Alternative C.  
 
Because of this split, the Coalition did not endorse an alternative but focused its comments on 
over-arching needs that all seven governments could support.  That letter is attached. 
 
All of the comments submitted to USFWS and the agency’s responses can be found at: 
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/planning/ccp/co/rfl/rfl.html (look for “Appendix H, 
Comments and Responses,” bottom of left-hand column).  One thing you’ll notice about the 
comments is that many of the issues raised about the cleanup, regulatory closure, and long-term 
management responsibilities have been addressed since these letters were issued.  
 
Ongoing Monitoring 
One question that has emerged is whether DOE, CDPHE, EPA and/or USFWS should undertake 
additional soil sampling and sample air quality prior to allowing public access to the Refuge.  
The answer to the question is rooted in federal law, specifically CERLCA. 
 
The decision to require ongoing sampling and testing derives from the environmental analyses 
and corresponding record of decision that formalizes the agencies’ final remedy decision. The 
2006 record of decision signaled the end of site remediation activities, with the exception of 
ongoing groundwater treatment. That decision requires ongoing water quality monitoring both 
on-site and for water leaving the DOE lands, but does not require any ongoing soil testing either 
on-site or off-site. That decision likewise allowed the agencies to cease air quality monitoring.  
 
As CDPHE explained to me, ongoing soil sampling is not a part of the remedy because: (largely 
quoting CDPHE) 
 

1. the data available at the time of the final remedy decision was more than adequate to 
determine conditions at Rocky Flats, 

2. contaminant levels in soils on the Refuge and offsite are below risk-based regulatory 
levels that would require restrictions, and 

3. the dynamic environmental forces tend to decrease those contaminant levels in soil (and 
therefore in the air) with time. The dynamic environmental force that remains of potential 
concern is moving water, which is why it is the focus on ongoing monitoring. 

 
Further, as CDPHE explained, in general, the reason to monitor and sample is to evaluate 
compliance with current regulations and identify trends that might result in future regulatory 
violations. That’s the primary basis for the current water quality monitoring regime at Rocky 
Flats. With air quality monitoring, the reason that program ceased is a bit complex, but in short, 
air monitoring both on-site and off-site during active remediation did not indicate any negative 
impacts or lack of compliance with applicable regulations. DOE, CDPHE and EPA decided that 
with the cleanup completed and the main contamination sources gone, there was no need to 
continue air quality monitoring. (The Stewardship Council was briefed on this decision at the 
time it was made, and will likely discuss it in 2016.) 
 

http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/planning/ccp/co/rfl/rfl.html
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Finally, with soil sampling, the reason to require ongoing testing is three-fold: (1) verify 
subsurface contaminant levels prior to an activity requiring soil disturbance in an area of known 
subsurface contamination, (2) locate a potential source of surface water contamination, or (3) 
react to a 5-Year Review that identified something in the remedy that needs fixing. To date, no 
one has presented any information to suggest that any of these triggers applies.  
 
Finally, CDPHE addressed this question in April 2013 following a public meeting with State 
Senator Jeanne Nicholson. 

 
Question #1 to CDPHE:  There is a lot of debate as to whether it is safe. If it is so safe as 
you contend, why not test it now as soil is being disturbed all around the refuge to 
ensure public health, after all that is what CDPHE is tasked to do?   

 
CDPHE Response: Additional sampling is not required because vast amounts of data 
regarding plutonium contamination at and near Rocky Flats have already been gathered. 
These data demonstrate that the area where plutonium contamination exceeds background 
levels is limited to a fairly small area immediately east of the former plant entrance on 
Indiana Street. Even the highest level of plutonium contamination recorded off‐site poses a 
minimal risk – the odds of a resident developing cancer as a result of exposure to this level of 
residual plutonium are about three in a million. In comparison, about 1 in 2 men will develop 
cancer during their life, as will about 1 in 3 women.  
 
During characterization and remediation projects at the Site, about 1.3 million analyses were 
compiled from approximately 7,230 surface soil sample locations and from about 15,890 
subsurface soil samples. These samples are reported in the RI/FS report 
(http://www.lm.doe.gov/Rocky_Flats/Regulations.aspx), which was compiled to support a 
Comprehensive Risk Assessment and the final remedy decision.  
 
The average concentration of plutonium in the surface soil of the Refuge portion of the Site is 
1.1 picocurie (trillionths of a curie) per gram (pCi/g): a concentration that equates to an 
excess cancer risk below one in a million for any exposure scenario. There is essentially no 
plutonium in the subsurface soils of the Refuge. Because of these very low concentrations, no 
remediation was required in the Refuge portion of the Site.  
 
Substantial off‐site sampling has also been conducted over many years by many different 
entities and these studies have shown generally consistent results. The most extensive off‐site 
sampling was done as part of the CERCLA/RCRA investigation that covered a 38‐square 
mile area to the north, east and south of Rocky Flats known as Operable Unit 3. During this 
investigation, 144 surface soil samples were collected from 61 different 10‐acre sample plots. 
Only 19 of these plots showed plutonium concentrations above background levels; the rest 
were below background. Of the 19, only one had a plutonium concentration that exceeded 1 
pCi/g (this sample result was 2.95 pCi/g). An additional 190 sub‐surface samples were 
obtained from 11 different trenches dug as part of the investigation. The subsurface 
investigation demonstrated that off‐site plutonium contamination quickly declines with 
depth, and reaches background levels within about four inches of the surface.  
 

http://www.lm.doe.gov/Rocky_Flats/Regulations.aspx
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The Operable Unit 3 study included the results from a 1991 sampling effort that collected 47 
samples from soils directly east of the former east entrance to Rocky Flats. One of these 
samples recorded the highest level of plutonium ever observed in any off‐site sample ‐ 6.5 
pCi/g. Under a residential use scenario (the most protective scenario), a plutonium 
concentration of 6.5 pCi/g equates to a risk of about 3 x 10‐6 (that is, a three in a million 
chance of developing cancer as a result of a lifetime of exposure to contamination at this 
level). The cleanup goal at Superfund sites is to achieve a residual cancer risk somewhere 
between one in ten thousand and one in a million, so a three in a million risk is considered 
quite protective. The State’s radiation dose limit for the public is 25 millirem per year 
(mrem/yr). The Total Effective Dose Equivalent to a resident from 6.5 pCi/g is 0.026 
mrem/yr – well below the state’s limit. The results for off‐site areas are in a three‐volume 
report of the investigation of Operable Unit 3 (Off‐Site Areas). The first volume of the report 
can be accessed via the Administrative Record for Rocky Flats at:  
http://www.lm.doe.gov/cercla/documents/rockyflats_docs/OU03/OU03‐A‐000465.pdf  
 
Several other sampling efforts have produced similar results. For example, an independent 
Citizens' Environmental Sampling Committee performed a soil and sediment sampling study 
in 1996. The 78 samples collected ranged in concentration from background up to 4.5 pCi/g. 
The study concluded that these results “are consistent with the numerous other studies of off‐
site soils and sediments conducted by a variety of agencies over the years.” You can find a 
link to this document on Colorado Dept. of Public Health & Environment's (CDPHE) web 
page at: http://www.cdphe.state.co.us/hm/rf/index.htm .  
 

Please let me know what questions you have. 
 

http://www.lm.doe.gov/cercla/documents/rockyflats_docs/OU03/OU03%E2%80%90A%E2%80%90000465.pdf
http://www.cdphe.state.co.us/hm/rf/index.htm


S.1438 
One Hundred Seventh Congress 

of the 
United States of America 
AT THE FIRST SESSION 

An Act  

To authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2002 for military activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and for defense activities of the Department of Energy, to 
prescribe personnel strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed Forces, and for other purposes.  

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
 

 

Subtitle F--Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

SEC. 3171. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the `Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001'. 

SEC. 3172. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 
(a) FINDINGS- Congress finds the following: 

(1) The Federal Government, through the Atomic Energy Commission, acquired 
the Rocky Flats site in 1951 and began operations there in 1952. The site remains 
a Department of Energy facility. Since 1992, the mission of the Rocky Flats site 
has changed from the production of nuclear weapons components to cleanup and 
closure in a manner that is safe, environmentally and socially responsible, 
physically secure, and cost-effective. 
(2) The majority of the Rocky Flats site has generally remained undisturbed since 
its acquisition by the Federal Government. 
(3) The State of Colorado is experiencing increasing growth and development, 
especially in the metropolitan Denver Front Range area in the vicinity of the 
Rocky Flats site. That growth and development reduces the amount of open space 
and thereby diminishes for many metropolitan Denver communities the vistas of 
the striking Front Range mountain backdrop. 
(4) Some areas of the Rocky Flats site contain contamination and will require 
further response action. The national interest requires that the ongoing cleanup 
and closure of the entire site be completed safely, effectively, and without 
unnecessary delay and that the site thereafter be retained by the United States and 
managed so as to preserve the value of the site for open space and wildlife habitat. 
(5) The Rocky Flats site provides habitat for many wildlife species, including a 
number of threatened and endangered species, and is marked by the presence of 
rare xeric tallgrass prairie plant communities. Establishing the site as a unit of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System will promote the preservation and enhancement 
of those resources for present and future generations. 



(b) PURPOSES- The purposes of this subtitle are-- 
(1) to provide for the establishment of the Rocky Flats site as a national wildlife 
refuge following cleanup and closure of the site; 
(2) to create a process for public input on the management of the refuge referred 
to in paragraph (1) before transfer of administrative jurisdiction to the Secretary 
of the Interior; and 
(3) to ensure that the Rocky Flats site is thoroughly and completely cleaned up. 

SEC. 3173. DEFINITIONS. 
In this subtitle: 

(1) CERCLA- The term `CERCLA' means the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.). 
(2) CLEANUP AND CLOSURE- The term `cleanup and closure' means the 
response actions for covered substances carried out at Rocky Flats, as required by 
any of the following: 

(A) The RFCA. 
(B) CERCLA. 
(C) RCRA. 
(D) The Colorado Hazardous Waste Act, 25-15-101 to 25-15-327, 
Colorado Revised Statutes. 

(3) COVERED SUBSTANCE- The term `covered substance' means any of the 
following: 

(A) Any hazardous substance, as such term is defined in paragraph (14) of 
section 101 of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601). 
(B) Any pollutant or contaminant, as such term is defined in paragraph 
(33) of such section 101. 
(C) Any petroleum, including crude oil or any fraction thereof which is 
not otherwise specifically listed or designated as a hazardous substance 
under subparagraphs (A) through (F) of paragraph (14) of such section 
101. 

(4) RCRA- The term `RCRA' means the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq.), popularly known as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. 
(5) REFUGE- The term `refuge' means the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
established under section 3177. 
(6) RESPONSE ACTION- The term `response action' means any of the 
following: 

(A) A response, as such term is defined in paragraph (25) of section 101 of 
CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601). 
(B) A corrective action under RCRA or under the Colorado Hazardous 
Waste Act, 25-15-101 to 25-15-327, Colorado Revised Statutes. 
(C) Any requirement for institutional controls imposed by any of the laws 
referred to in subparagraph (A) or (B). 

(7) RFCA- The term `RFCA' means the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, an 
intergovernmental agreement, dated July 19, 1996, among-- 

(A) the Department of Energy; 
(B) the Environmental Protection Agency; and 



(C) the Department of Public Health and Environment of the State of 
Colorado. 

(8) ROCKY FLATS- 
(A) IN GENERAL- Except as provided in subparagraph (B), the term 
`Rocky Flats' means the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, 
Colorado, a defense nuclear facility, as depicted on the map titled `Rocky 
Flats Environmental Technology Site', dated October 22, 2001, and 
available for inspection in the appropriate offices of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 
(B) EXCLUSIONS- The term `Rocky Flats' does not include-- 

(i) the land and facilities of the Department of Energy's National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory, including the acres retained by the 
Secretary under section 3174(f); and 
(ii) any land and facilities not within the boundaries depicted on 
the map referred to in subparagraph (A). 

(9) SECRETARY- The term `Secretary' means the Secretary of Energy. 

SEC. 3174. FUTURE OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT. 
(a) FEDERAL OWNERSHIP- Except as expressly provided in this subtitle, all right, 
title, and interest of the United States, held on or acquired after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, to land or interest therein, including minerals, within the boundaries of Rocky 
Flats shall be retained by the United States. 
(b) LINDSAY RANCH- The structures that comprise the former Lindsay Ranch 
homestead site in the Rock Creek Reserve area of the buffer zone, as depicted on the map 
referred to in section 3173(8)(A), shall be permanently preserved and maintained in 
accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.). 
(c) PROHIBITION ON ANNEXATION- Neither the Secretary nor the Secretary of the 
Interior shall allow the annexation of land within the refuge by any unit of local 
government. 
(d) PROHIBITION ON THROUGH ROADS- Except as provided in subsection (e), no 
public road shall be constructed through Rocky Flats. 
(e) TRANSPORTATION RIGHT-OF-WAY- 

(1) IN GENERAL- 
(A) AVAILABILITY OF LAND- On submission of an application 
meeting each of the conditions specified in paragraph (2), the Secretary, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the Interior, shall make available land 
along the eastern boundary of Rocky Flats for the sole purpose of 
transportation improvements along Indiana Street. 
(B) BOUNDARIES- Land made available under this paragraph may not 
extend more than 300 feet from the west edge of the Indiana Street right-
of-way, as that right-of-way exists as of the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
(C) EASEMENT OR SALE- Land may be made available under this 
paragraph by easement or sale to one or more appropriate entities. 
(D) COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAW- Any action under this 
paragraph shall be taken in compliance with applicable law. 



(2) CONDITIONS- An application referred to in paragraph (1) meets the 
conditions specified in this paragraph if the application-- 

(A) is submitted by any county, city, or other political subdivision of the 
State of Colorado; and 
(B) includes documentation demonstrating that the transportation 
improvements for which the land is to be made available-- 

(i) are carried out so as to minimize adverse effects on the 
management of Rocky Flats as a wildlife refuge; and 
(ii) are included in the regional transportation plan of the 
metropolitan planning organization designated for the Denver 
metropolitan area under section 5303 of title 49, United States 
Code. 

(f) WIND TECHNOLOGY EXPANSION AREA- The Secretary shall retain, for the use 
of the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, the approximately 25 acres identified on 
the map referred to in section 3173(8)(A) as the `Wind Technology Expansion Area'. 

SEC. 3175. TRANSFER OF MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES AND 
JURISDICTION OVER ROCKY FLATS.  

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED- 
(1) IN GENERAL- Subject to the other provisions of this section, the Secretary 
shall transfer administrative jurisdiction over the property that is to comprise the 
refuge to the Secretary of the Interior. 
(2) DATE OF TRANSFER- The transfer shall be carried out not earlier than the 
completion certification date, and not later than 30 business days after that date. 
(3) COMPLETION CERTIFICATION DATE- For purposes of paragraph (2), the 
completion certification date is the date on which the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency certifies to the Secretary and to the Secretary of 
the Interior that cleanup and closure at Rocky Flats has been completed, except 
for the operation and maintenance associated with response actions, and that all 
response actions are operating properly and successfully. 

(b) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING- 
(1) REQUIRED ELEMENTS- The transfer required by subsection (a) shall be 
carried out pursuant to a memorandum of understanding between the Secretary 
and the Secretary of the Interior. The memorandum of understanding shall-- 

(A) provide for the division of responsibilities between the Secretary and 
the Secretary of the Interior necessary to carry out such transfer; 
(B) address the impacts that any property rights referred to in section 
3179(a) may have on the management of the refuge, and provide strategies 
for resolving or mitigating these impacts; 
(C) identify the land the administrative jurisdiction of which is to be 
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior; and 
(D) specify the allocation of the Federal costs incurred at the refuge after 
the date of such transfer for any site investigations, response actions, and 
related activities for covered substances. 



(2) PUBLICATION OF DRAFT- Not later than one year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior shall publish 
in the Federal Register a draft of the memorandum of understanding. 
(3) FINALIZATION AND IMPLEMENTATION- 

(A) Not later than 18 months after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary and Secretary of the Interior shall finalize and implement the 
memorandum of understanding. 
(B) In finalizing the memorandum of understanding, the Secretary and 
Secretary of the Interior shall specifically identify the land the 
administrative jurisdiction of which is to be transferred to the Secretary of 
the Interior and provide for a determination of the exact acreage and legal 
description of such land by a survey mutually satisfactory to the Secretary 
and the Secretary of the Interior. 

(c) TRANSFER OF IMPROVEMENTS- The transfer required by subsection (a) may 
include such buildings or other improvements as the Secretary of the Interior has 
requested in writing for purposes of managing the refuge. 
(d) PROPERTY RETAINED FOR RESPONSE ACTIONS- 

(1) IN GENERAL- The transfer required by subsection (a) shall not include, and 
the Secretary shall retain jurisdiction, authority, and control over, the following 
real property and facilities at Rocky Flats: 

(A) Any engineered structure, including caps, barrier walls, and 
monitoring or treatment wells, to be used in carrying out a response action 
for covered substances. 
(B) Any real property or facility to be used for any other purpose relating 
to a response action or any other action that is required to be carried out by 
the Secretary at Rocky Flats. 

(2) CONSULTATION- The Secretary shall consult with the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, and the 
Governor of the State of Colorado on the identification of all real property and 
facilities to be retained under this subsection. 

(e) COST- The transfer required by subsection (a) shall be completed without cost to the 
Secretary of the Interior. 
(f) NO REDUCTION IN FUNDS- The transfer required by subsection (a), and the 
memorandum of understanding required by subsection (b), shall not result in any 
reduction in funds available to the Secretary for cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats. 

SEC. 3176. ADMINISTRATION OF RETAINED PROPERTY; 
CONTINUATION OF CLEANUP AND CLOSURE.  

(a) ADMINISTRATION OF RETAINED PROPERTY- 
(1) IN GENERAL- In administering the property retained under section 3175(d), 
the Secretary shall consult with the Secretary of the Interior to minimize any 
conflict between-- 

(A) the administration by the Secretary of such property for a purpose 
relating to a response action; and 
(B) the administration by the Secretary of the Interior of land the 
administrative jurisdiction of which is transferred under section 3175(a). 



(2) PRIORITY IN CASE OF CONFLICT- In the case of any such conflict, the 
Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior shall ensure that the administration for 
a purpose relating to a response action, as described in paragraph (1)(A), shall 
take priority. 
(3) ACCESS- The Secretary of the Interior shall provide to the Secretary such 
access and cooperation with respect to the refuge as the Secretary requires to 
carry out operation and maintenance, future response actions, natural resources 
restoration, or any other obligations. 

(b) ONGOING CLEANUP AND CLOSURE- 
(1) IN GENERAL- The Secretary shall carry out to completion cleanup and 
closure at Rocky Flats. 
(2) CLEANUP LEVELS- The Secretary shall carry out such cleanup and closure 
to the levels established for soil, water, and other media, following a thorough 
review by the parties to the RFCA and the public (including the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service and other interested government agencies) of the 
appropriateness of the interim levels in the RFCA. 
(3) NO RESTRICTION ON USE OF NEW TECHNOLOGIES- Nothing in this 
subtitle, and no action taken under this subtitle, restricts the Secretary from using 
at Rocky Flats any new technology that may become available for remediation of 
contamination. 

(c) OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT- The Secretary of the Interior shall have the 
opportunity to comment with respect to any proposed response action as to the impacts, if 
any, of such proposed response action on the refuge. 
(d) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION- 

(1) NO RELIEF FROM OBLIGATIONS UNDER OTHER LAW- Nothing in this 
subtitle, and no action taken under this subtitle-- 

(A) relieves the Secretary, the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the Secretary of the Interior, or any other person from 
any obligation or other liability with respect to Rocky Flats under the 
RFCA or any Federal or State law; 
(B) impairs or alters any provision of the RFCA; or 
(C) alters any authority of the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency under section 120(e) of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9620(e)), 
or any authority of the State of Colorado. 

(2) CLEANUP LEVELS- Nothing in this subtitle shall reduce the level of cleanup 
and closure at Rocky Flats required under the RFCA or any Federal or State law. 
(3) PAYMENT OF RESPONSE ACTION COSTS- Nothing in this subtitle 
affects the obligation of a Federal department or agency that had or has operations 
at Rocky Flats resulting in the release or threatened release of a covered substance 
to pay the costs of response actions carried out to abate the release of, or clean up, 
the covered substance. 

SEC. 3177. ROCKY FLATS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE.  
(a) IN GENERAL- On completion of the transfer required by section 3175(a), and 
subject to section 3176(a), the Secretary of the Interior shall commence administration of 
the real property comprising the refuge in accordance with this subtitle. 



(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF REFUGE- Not later than 30 days after the transfer required 
by section 3175(a), the Secretary of the Interior shall establish at Rocky Flats a national 
wildlife refuge to be known as the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. 
(c) COMPOSITION- The refuge shall be comprised of the property the administrative 
jurisdiction of which was transferred as required by section 3175(a). 
(d) NOTICE- The Secretary of the Interior shall publish in the Federal Register a notice 
of the establishment of the refuge. 
(e) ADMINISTRATION AND PURPOSES- 

(1) IN GENERAL- The Secretary of the Interior shall manage the refuge in 
accordance with applicable law, including this subtitle, the National Wildlife 
Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd et seq.), and the 
purposes specified in that Act. 
(2) REFUGE PURPOSES- The refuge shall be managed for the purposes of-- 

(A) restoring and preserving native ecosystems; 
(B) providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants 
and migratory and resident wildlife; 
(C) conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that 
are candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)); and 
(D) providing opportunities for compatible scientific research. 

(3) MANAGEMENT- In managing the refuge, the Secretary of the Interior shall-- 
(A) ensure that wildlife-dependent recreation and environmental education 
and interpretation are the priority public uses of the refuge; and 
(B) comply with all response actions. 

SEC. 3178. COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROCESS. 
(a) IN GENERAL- Not later than 180 days after the date of the enactment of this Act, in 
developing a comprehensive conservation plan for the refuge in accordance with section 
4(e) of the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 
668dd(e)), the Secretary of the Interior shall establish a comprehensive planning process 
that involves the public and local communities. The Secretary of the Interior shall 
establish such process in consultation with the Secretary, the members of the Coalition, 
the Governor of the State of Colorado, and the Federal and State of Colorado officials 
who have been designated as trustees for Rocky Flats under section 107(f)(2) of 
CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9607(f)(2)). 
(b) OTHER PARTICIPANTS- In addition to the entities specified in subsection (a), the 
comprehensive planning process required by subsection (a) shall include the opportunity 
for direct involvement of entities that are not members of the Coalition as of the date of 
the enactment of this Act, including the Rocky Flats Citizens' Advisory Board and the 
cities of Thornton, Northglenn, Golden, Louisville, and Lafayette, Colorado. 
(c) DISSOLUTION OF COALITION- If the Coalition dissolves, or if any Coalition 
member elects to leave the Coalition during the comprehensive planning process required 
by subsection (a)-- 

(1) such comprehensive planning process shall continue; and 
(2) an opportunity shall be provided to each entity that is a member of the 
Coalition as of September 1, 2000, for direct involvement in such comprehensive 
planning process. 



(d) CONTENTS- In addition to the requirements of section 4(e) of the National Wildlife 
Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd(e)), the comprehensive 
conservation plan referred to in subsection (a) shall address and make recommendations 
on the following: 

(1) The identification of any land referred to in subsection (e) of section 3174 that 
could be made available under that subsection. 
(2) The characteristics and configuration of any perimeter fencing that may be 
appropriate or compatible for cleanup and closure purposes, refuge purposes, or 
other purposes. 
(3) The feasibility of locating, and the potential location for, a visitor and 
education center at the refuge. 
(4) Any other issues relating to Rocky Flats. 

(e) COALITION DEFINED- In this section, the term `Coalition' means the Rocky Flats 
Coalition of Local Governments established by the Intergovernmental Agreement, dated 
February 16, 1999, among-- 

(1) the city of Arvada, Colorado; 
(2) the city of Boulder, Colorado; 
(3) the city of Broomfield, Colorado; 
(4) the city of Westminster, Colorado; 
(5) the town of Superior, Colorado; 
(6) Boulder County, Colorado; and 
(7) Jefferson County, Colorado. 

(f) REPORT- Not later than three years after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall submit to Congress-- 

(1) the comprehensive conservation plan referred to in subsection (a); and 
(2) a report that contains-- 

(A) an outline of the involvement of the public and local communities in 
the comprehensive planning process, as required by subsection (a); 
(B) to the extent that any input or recommendation from the 
comprehensive planning process is not accepted, a clear statement of the 
reasons why such input or recommendation is not accepted; and 
(C) a discussion of the impacts of any property rights referred to in section 
3179(a) on management of the refuge, and an identification of strategies 
for resolving and mitigating these impacts. 

SEC. 3179. PROPERTY RIGHTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL- Except as provided in subsections (c) and (d), nothing in this subtitle 
limits any valid, existing property right at Rocky Flats that is owned by any person or 
entity, including, but not limited to-- 

(1) any mineral right; 
(2) any water right or related easement; and 
(3) any facility or right-of-way for a utility. 

(b) ACCESS- Except as provided in subsection (c), nothing in this subtitle affects any 
right of an owner of a property right referred to in subsection (a) to access the owner's 
property. 
(c) REASONABLE CONDITIONS- 



(1) IN GENERAL- The Secretary or the Secretary of the Interior may impose 
such reasonable conditions on access to property rights referred to in subsection 
(a) as are appropriate for the cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats and for the 
management of the refuge. 
(2) NO EFFECT ON OTHER LAW- Nothing in this subtitle affects any Federal, 
State, or local law (including any regulation) relating to the use, development, and 
management of property rights referred to in subsection (a). 
(3) NO EFFECT ON ACCESS RIGHTS- Nothing in this subsection precludes the 
exercise of any access right, in existence on the date of the enactment of this Act, 
that is necessary to perfect or maintain a water right in existence on that date. 

(d) UTILITY EXTENSION- 
(1) IN GENERAL- The Secretary or the Secretary of the Interior may allow not 
more than one extension from an existing utility right-of-way on Rocky Flats, if 
necessary. 
(2) CONDITIONS- An extension under paragraph (1) shall be subject to the 
conditions specified in subsection (c). 

(e) EASEMENT SURVEYS- Subject to subsection (c), until the date that is 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, an entity that possesses a decreed water right 
or prescriptive easement relating to land at Rocky Flats may carry out such surveys at 
Rocky Flats as the entity determines are necessary to perfect the right or easement. 

SEC. 3180. LIABILITIES AND OTHER OBLIGATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL- Nothing in this subtitle shall relieve, and no action may be taken 
under this subtitle to relieve, the Secretary, the Secretary of the Interior, or any other 
person from any liability or other obligation at Rocky Flats under CERCLA, RCRA, or 
any other Federal or State law. 
(b) COST RECOVERY, CONTRIBUTION, AND OTHER ACTION- Nothing in this 
subtitle is intended to prevent the United States from bringing a cost recovery, 
contribution, or other action that would otherwise be available under Federal or State law. 

SEC. 3181. ROCKY FLATS MUSEUM. 
(a) MUSEUM- To commemorate the contribution that Rocky Flats and its worker force 
provided to winning the Cold War and the impact that such contribution has had on the 
nearby communities and the State of Colorado, the Secretary may establish a Rocky Flats 
Museum. 
(b) LOCATION- The Rocky Flats Museum shall be located in the city of Arvada, 
Colorado, unless, after consultation under subsection (c), the Secretary determines 
otherwise. 
(c) CONSULTATION- The Secretary shall consult with the city of Arvada, other local 
communities, and the Colorado State Historical Society on-- 

(1) the development of the museum; 
(2) the siting of the museum; and 
(3) any other issues relating to the development and construction of the museum. 

(d) REPORT- Not later than three years after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in coordination with the city of Arvada, shall submit to Congress a report on 
the costs associated with the construction of the museum and any other issues relating to 
the development and construction of the museum. 



SEC. 3182. ANNUAL REPORT ON FUNDING. 
For each of fiscal years 2003 through 2007, at the time of submission of the budget of the 
President under section 1105(a) of title 31, United States Code, for such fiscal year, the 
Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior shall jointly submit to Congress a report on the 
costs of implementation of this subtitle. The report shall include-- 

(1) the costs incurred by each Secretary in implementing this subtitle during the 
preceding fiscal year; and 
(2) the funds required by each Secretary to implement this subtitle during the 
current and subsequent fiscal years.  
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ROCKY FLATS
ILLUSTRATIVE PLAN

This plan was developed as a
presentation tool for
illustrating how the Refuge
will be developed and
experienced by visitors once
it is transferred to the
Service and opened to the
public.  The plan offers
insight into the visitor
experience, revealing the
look and feel of the Refuge's
habitat and wildlife, trails
and other other facilities.
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