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Board of Directors Meeting – Agenda
Monday, April 6, 2015, 8:30 AM – 11:30 AM
Rocky Mountain Metropolitan Airport, Terminal Building, Mount Evans Room
11755 Airport Way, Broomfield, Colorado

8:30 AM

Convene/Introductions/Agenda Review

8:35 AM

Chairman’s Review of March 2nd 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

9:00 AM

Briefing on the history of Rocky Flats (briefing memo attached)
o To help understand Rocky Flats, it is imperative to understand the history of
the site and scope of the cleanup.
o Understanding the cleanup, priorities and remedial goals, and final cleanup
levels help frame many issues currently being evaluated and debated.
o DOE gave a similar presentation at the April 2012 meeting. Board members
found it extremely helpful in understanding the suite of issues.

10:00 AM

Begin scoping goals for Rocky Flats visitor center (briefing memo attached)
o DOE and USFWS are in the early stages of developing the conceptual
framework for a visitor’s center at Rocky Flats.
o DOE has expressed interest in understanding the public’s goals and priorities
as the agency works with USFWS to develop a center that meets a range of
interests.

10:50 AM

Public comment

11:00 PM

Updates/Big Picture Review

1.
2.

Member Updates
Review Big Picture

EXECUTIVE SESSION
Adjourn

Upcoming Meetings:
June 1
September 14
October 26
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Acronym or Term

Means

Definition

Alpha Radiation

Am

americium

AME

Actinide Migration
Evaluation

AMP

Adaptive Management
Plan

AOC well
B

Area of Concern well
boron

Be

beryllium

Beta Radiation

BMP

best management
practice

BZ

Buffer Zone
1

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.
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 radiationemitter which penetrates many types of
protective shielding. During the production
era at Rocky Flats, Am was chemically
separated from Pu to reduce personnel
exposures.
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
Additional analyses that DOE is performing
beyond the normal environmental
assessment for breaching the remaining site
dams.
A particular type of groundwater well
Boron has been found in some surface water
and groundwater samples at the site
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
A type of radiation more penetrating than
alpha and hence requires more shielding.
Some forms of uranium emit beta radiation.
A term used to describe actions taken by
DOE that are not required by regulation but
warrant action.
The majority of the Rocky Flats site was
open land that was added to provide a
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CAD/ROD

corrective action
decision/record of
decision

CCP

cfs
COC

Comprehensive
Conservation Plan
Colorado Department of
Public Health and
Environment
Comprehensive
Environmental
Response,
Compensation and
Liability Act
cubic feet per second
Contaminant of Concern

COU

Central Operable Unit

CR

Contact Record

Cr
CRA

chromium
comprehensive risk
assessment

D&D

decontamination and
decommissioning
discharge gallery

CDPHE

CERCLA

DG
DOE

U.S. Department of
Energy
2

"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.
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.
The refuge plan adopted by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service in 2007.
State agency that regulates the site.

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

A volumetric measure of water flow.
A hazardous or radioactive substance that is
present at the site.
A CERCLA term used to describe the DOEretained lands, about 1,500 acres comprised
mainly of the former Industrial Area where
remediation occurred
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.
Potentially toxic metal used at the site.
A complicated series of analyses detailing
human health risks and risks to the
environment (flora and fauna).
The process of cleaning up and tearing
down buildings and other structures.
This is where the treated effluent of the
SPPTS empties into North Walnut Creek.
The federal agency that manages portions of
Rocky Flats. The site office is the Office of
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EA

environmental
assessment

EIS

environmental impact
statement

EPA

U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency
energy employees
occupational illness
compensation program
act

EEOICPA

ETPTS

east trenches plume
treatment system

FC

functional channel

FACA

Federal Advisory
Committee Act

Gamma Radiation

GAO

Government
Accountability Office

g
gpm

gram
gallons per minute
3

Legacy Management (LM).
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.
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.
The federal regulatory agency for the site.
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.
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.
Man-made stream channels constructed
during cleanup to help direct water flow.
This federal law regulated federal advisory
boards. The law requires balanced
membership and open meetings with
published Federal Register meeting dates.
This type of radiation is very penetrating
and requires heavy shielding to keep it from
exposing people. Am is a strong gamma
emitter.
Congressional office which reports to
Congress. The GAO did 2 investigations of
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.
metric unit of weight
A volumetric measure of water flow in the
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GWIS

IA

IC

IGA

IHSS

ITPH

L
LANL

LHSU

LM
LMPIP

site’s groundwater treatment systems and
other locations.
groundwater intercept
Refers to a below ground system that directs
system
contaminated groundwater toward the Solar
Ponds and East Trenches treatment systems.
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.
Institutional Control
ICs are physical and legal controls geared
towards ensuring the cleanup remedies
remain in place and remain effective.
intergovernmental
A cooperative agreement between local
agreement
governments which sets up the framework
of the Stewardship Council.
Individual Hazardous
A name given during cleanup to a discrete
Substance Site
area of known or suspected contamination.
There were over two hundred such sites at
Rocky Flats.
interceptor trench pump The location where contaminated
house
groundwater collected by the interceptor
trench is pumped to either the Solar Ponds
and East Trenches treatment systems
liter
Metric measure of volume, a liter is slightly
larger than a quart.
Los Alamos National
One of the US government’s premier
Laboratory
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.
lower hydrostratigraphic Hydrogeology term for deep unweathered
unit
bedrock which is hydraulically isolated from
the upper hydrostratigraphic unit (see
UHSU). Data shows that site contaminants
have not contaminated the LHSU.
Legacy Management
DOE office responsible for overseeing
activities at closed sites.
Legacy Management
This plan follows DOE and EPA guidance
Public Involvement Plan on public participation and outlines the
methods of public involvement and
communication used to inform the public of
4
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M&M
MOU

site conditions and activities. It was
previously known as the Post-Closure
Public Involvement Plan (PCPIP).
Refers to ongoing activities at Rocky Flats.

monitoring and
maintenance
Memorandum of
Understanding

MSPTS

Mound site plume
treatment system

NEPA

National Environmental
Policy Act

nitrates

Np

neptunium

NPL

National Priorities List

OLF

Original Landfill

OU

Operable Unit

PCE

perchloroethylene

pCi/g

picocuries per gram of
5

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.
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.
Federal legislation that requires the federal
government to perform analyses of
environmental consequences of major
projects or activities.
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
A man-made radioactive isotope that is
found as a by-product of nuclear reactors
and plutonium production.
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.
Hillside dumping area of about 20 acres
which was used from 1951 to 1968. It
underwent extensive remediation with the
addition of a soil cap and groundwater
monitoring locations.
A term given to large areas of the site where
remediation was focused.
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.
A unit of radioactivity measure. The soil
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soil
pCi/L

picocuries per liter of
water

PLF

Present Landfill

PMJM

Preble’s Meadow
Jumping Mouse

POC

Point of Compliance
(surface water)

POE

Point of Evaluation
(surface water)

POU

Peripheral Operable
Unit
plutonium

Pu

RCRA

Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act
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cleanup standard at the site was 50 pCi/g of
soil.
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.
Landfill constructed in 1968 to replace the
OLF. During cleanup the PLF was closed
under RCRA regulations with an extensive
cap and monitoring system.
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.
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.
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.
A CERCLA term used to describe the
Wildlife Refuge lands of about 4,000 acres.
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.
Federal law regulating hazardous waste. In
Colorado, the EPA delegates CDPHE the
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authority to regulate hazardous wastes.
The regulatory agreement which governed
cleanup activities. DOE, EPA, and CDPHE
were signors.
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.
The predecessor organization of the Rocky
Flats Stewardship Council
The moniker for the site during cleanup
years.

RFCA

Rocky Flats Cleanup
Agreement

RFCAB

Rocky Flats Citizen
Advisory Board

RFCLOG

Rocky Flats Coalition of
Local Governments
Rocky Flats
Environmental
Technology Site
Rocky Flats Legacy
The post-cleanup regulatory agreement
Management Agreement between DOE, CDPHE, and EPA which
governs site activities. The CDPHE takes
lead regulator role, with support from EPA
as required.
Rocky Flats National
The approximate 4,000 acres which
Wildlife Refuge
compose the wildlife refuge.
Rocky Flats Site
The nuts-and-bolt guide for post-closure site
Operations Guide
activities performed by DOE and its
contractors.
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
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.
solar ponds plume
System used to treat groundwater
treatment system
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

RFETS

RFLMA

RFNWR
RFSOG

SEP

SPPTS
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SVOCs

TCE

U

UHSU

USFWS

VOC

WCRA

North Walnut Creek
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.
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.
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.
upper hydrostratigraphic A hydrogeology term describing the
unit
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.
United States Fish &
An agency within the US Department of the
Wildlife Service
Interior that is responsible for maintaining
the nation-wide system of wildlife refuges,
among other duties. The regional office is
responsible for the RFNWR.
volatile organic
These compounds include cleaning solvents
compound
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.
Woman Creek Reservoir This group is composed of the three local
Authority
communities, the Cities of Westminster,
semi-volatile organic
compounds
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WQCC

Water Quality Control
Commission

ZVI

zero valent iron

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.
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.
A type of fine iron particles used to treat
VOC’s in the ETPTS and MSPTS.
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Business Items
• Cover memo
• January 26, 2015, draft board meeting minutes
• List of Stewardship Council checks

ROCKY FLATS STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL
Monday, January 26, 2015, 8:30 AM – 11:30 AM
Rocky Mountain Metropolitan Airport, Terminal Building, Mount Evans Room
11755 Airport Way, Broomfield, Colorado
Board members in attendance: Mark McGoff (Director, Arvada), Sandra McDonald
(Alternate, Arvada), Lisa Morzel (Director, City of Boulder), Tim Plass (Alternate, City of
Boulder), Carl Castillo (Alternate, City of Boulder). Megan Davis (Alternate, Boulder County),
Sharon Tessier (Alternate, Broomfield), David Allen (Alternate, Broomfield), Laura Weinberg
(Director, Golden), Pat O’Connell (Alternate, Jefferson County), Joyce Downing (Director,
Northglenn), Shelley Stanley (Alternate, Northglenn), Chris Hansen (Alternate, Superior), Emily
Hunt (Alternate, Thornton), Bob Briggs (Director, Westminster), Mary Fabisiak (Alternate,
Westminster), Cathy Shugarts (Alternate, Westminster), Jeannette Hillery (League of Women
Voters), Roman Kohler (Rocky Flats Homesteaders), Arthur Widdowfield (Director, Rocky Flats
Institute & Museum), Ann Lockhart (Alternate, Rocky Flats Institute & Museum), Nancy Newell
(citizen).
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: Josh Schlossberg (freelance reporter), Josh Zaffos (High County News), Mike
DiPardo (citizen), Bonnie Graham Reed (citizen), Marian Whitney (citizen), LeRoy Moore
(Rocky Mountain Peace & Justice Center), Judith Mohling (Rocky Mountain Peace & Justice
Center), Robert Del Tredici (Atomic Photographers Guild), Jan Stevenson (Walnut Creek HOA),
Pat Hay (citizen/Arvada), Ramon Parish (citizen/Superior), Dale Simpson (Energy Employee
Advocate), Michelle Gabrieloff-Parish (citizen/Superior), Alesya Casse (citizen), Erik Sween
(citizen), Marc Roberson (citizen), Ted Ziegler (citizen), Nancy McNally (citizen/Westminster),
Harvey Nichols (citizen), Art Burmeister (citizen), W. Gale Biggs (citizen), Anne Fenerty
(citizen), Mickey Harlow (citizen/Arvada), Shirley Garcia (City & County Broomfield), Hannah
Mullen (Rep. Perlmutter), Jeremy Rodriguez (Rep. Perlmutter), Stuart Feinhor (Rep. Polis), Ezra
Sackett (Rep. Polis), Karen Reed (DOE-LM), Gwen Hooten (DOE-LM), Bob Darr (SN3), Jody
Nelson (SN3), John Boylan (SN3), David Wood (SN3), Linda Kaiser (SN3), Jim Rada (CO
Water Quality Control), Gordon Pierce (CDPHE), Carl Spreng (CDPHE), Walter Avramenko
(CDPHE), Vera Moritz (EPA), David Lucas (USFWS), USFWS burn staff
Note: SN3 is the new name for Stoller, the Legacy Management contractor
Convene/Agenda Review
Chair Joyce Downing convened the meeting at 8:38 a.m. The first order of business was
introductions of Board members and the audience. She then announced that the agenda was
being modified to add a public comment session for those comments related to the proposed burn
at Rocky Flats would occur prior to the burn briefing as USFWS would be in attendance at that
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time. She noted that the Executive Committee had reviewed agenda at their meeting, and that
there had been quite a bit of discussion about it. She said some citizens also attended, and noted
that these meetings are open to anyone wishing to attend.
Election of Stewardship Council Officers for 2014
The next item was the election of officers for 2015. The board must elect a Chair, Vice Chair,
and Secretary/Treasurer each year. As provided in the bylaws, the terms commence starting at
this meeting. 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 2015. These
were Jeannette Hillery as Secretary/Treasurer, Lisa Morzel as Vice Chair, and Joyce Downing as
Chair. Joyce asked if any other directors were interested in being considered for one of the
positions. No one replied. Lisa Morzel encouraged people to participate in Executive
Committee, and noted that the time commitment was not large. Bob Briggs moved to close the
discussion and approve Joyce Downing as Chair, Lisa Morzel as Vice Chair and Jeannette
Hillery as Secretary/Treasurer. The motion was seconded by Roman Kohler. The motion passed
14-0.
Consent Agenda
Chris Hanson moved to approve the October 27, 2014 Board minutes and the checks. The
motion was seconded Jeannette Hillery. The motion to accept the minutes and checks passed 140.
Approval 2015 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 identified the following meeting schedule for 2015:
January 26 (fourth Monday of the month)
April 6 (first Monday of the month)
June 1 (first Monday of the month)
September 14 (second Monday of the month)
October 26 (fourth Monday of the month)
Lisa Morzel moved to approve the resolution and meeting notice provisions. The motion was
seconded by Chris Hanson. The motion passed 14-0.
Approve letter to Colorado Congressional Delegation (re)introducing the
Rocky Flats Stewardship Council
At the October meeting, the Board agreed to write the Colorado Congressional Delegation
reintroducing the Rocky Flats Stewardship Council. The letter was vetted with the executive
committee and reflects its input and edits.
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David Allen commented that the third paragraph was lacking information about the Board’s role
in reviewing monitoring data from post closure activities, including water quality aspects. He
suggested adding wording to the effect of ‘reviewing continued testing and monitoring to ensure
that the site remains safe for public heath and environment’ and to remove ‘refuge management’.
David Abelson pointed out that the language in the letter was copied from the Board’s mission
statement. Emily Hunt suggested adding a paragraph below the third one to accommodate
David’s suggestion. David Abelson said he would draft this new paragraph based on this
discussion, and add it before sending the letter.
Roman Kohler moved to approve the letter as modified. The motion was seconded by Lisa
Morzel. The motion passed 14-0.
Executive Director’s Report
David Abelson began his update by acknowledging and welcoming the many members of the
public who were in attendance at this meeting.
He moved on to an update regarding benefits for former Rocky Flats workers. He noted that staff
members from U.S. Representatives Perlmutter and Polis offices were in the audience. He
reported that, along with Senator Udall and U.S. Representative Whitfield from Kentucky, the
two Congressmen successfully introduced an amendment to the 2015 Defense Authorization Act
mandating the creation of an independent advisory board to increase transparency and ensure
benefits applications are reviewed accurately and expeditiously. They have been working on this
issue for the past few years. David noted that this was a very important achievement.
David announced that the Board’s required Triennial Review was complete, and thanked
everyone for getting their tasks done early.
David moved on to an update on the Board’s involvement in the discussions related to a planned
prescribed burn at Rocky Flats. He noted a significant amount of increased community concern
and engagement, all directed towards questions and concerns about contamination levels on the
Refuge and the corresponding effects of fire on human health. He said that the governments of
Superior, Arvada and Northglenn had drafted letters opposing the burn; those letters were
circulated to the Board prior to the meeting. David noted some upcoming opportunities for cities
and counties to engage the Colorado congressional delegation in Washington, DC. He said that
there had not been many issues recently that required this kind of engagement with the
delegation, and encouraged the governments to raise any concerns directly at this time. David
also noted that Dan Ashe, Director of USFWS, was very approachable and was also someone to
whom the governments could express any concerns. He said he was leaving the next day for
meetings in Washington, DC with both DOE-LM Director Dave Geiser and staff from the
Congressional delegation, and would carry the Board’s message. David noted that there had been
some Congressional staff changes so his trip provides a good opportunity to meet the new staff.
David reported that the Board’s Quarterly financial report would be distributed soon.

Rocky Flats Stewardship Council, Board of Directors Meeting
January 26, 2015 – DRAFT

Page 3

Barb Vander Wall, the Board’s attorney, circulated the annual Oaths of Office for Board
Members. She asked that people let her know if there were any errors or questions. She said
Members could either have the person sitting next to them witness their signatures and give them
back to her at the meeting, or they could return it to the office later.
Public Comment
The next item on the agenda was a public comment session for items not related to the proposed
prescribed burn.
Mickey Harlow began by summarizing her background with Rocky Flats issues, noting her
involvement in overseeing closure, and having a water quality background. She read a statement
regarding the importance for the Stewardship Council to begin questioning information provided
by CDPHE, EPA and DOE related to the engineered treatment systems for groundwater
contaminated plumes. She also noted that monitoring and management are working as designed
and performing removal of contamination, and meeting onsite water quality standards. She said
Contact Records should be reviewed and commented on by local governments.
She also discussed her position that, because of impacts on Woman Creek Reservoir, the dams at
Rocky Flats should not be removed. She said local governments should bring legal action to stop
this from happening. Next, she addressed her concerns regarding surface water standards being
used at the site. She questioned both the use of the drinking water standard and a rolling average
methodology.
Ted Ziegler spoke next, and introduced himself as a former safety representative at Rocky Flats.
He said he was working with Terrie Barrie next month and would be able to provide
documentation of Rocky Flats correspondence related to safety and contamination during and
after his 13 years there. He said he got the ‘brush-off’ from DOE regarding his information. Lisa
Morzel asked him to elaborate. He said he began working at the site in 1982 and was a Union
steward, appointed to represent safety issues. He retired in 1995. He said he did not have enough
resources to be able to share the information he had. Lisa asked what resources he needed. He
said he had hard copies of documents, but could not make enough copies to share. Lisa asked
who Terrie Barrie was. Ted said she was a highly recommended advocate from the Alliance of
Nuclear Worker Advocacy Groups. Tim Plass asked Ted to provide his information to the Board
before its next meeting. Ted said he would coordinate with Roman Kohler. Tim also suggested
scanning the documents as a way to work with limited resources.
DOE Quarterly Update
George Squibb began the review of activities that took place during the third quarter of 2014.
Activities included surface water monitoring, groundwater monitoring, ecological monitoring,
and site operations (inspections, maintenance, etc.). All reports available on the Rocky Flats
website.
He began with a quick review of the regulatory requirements for quarterly monitoring and
reporting at Rocky Flats. This program is detailed in the Rocky Flats Legacy Management
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Agreement (RFLMA) and was designed to document that the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) remedy continues to be protective.
The primary goal is protection of surface water. Response actions were developed under the final
remedy in order to meet this goal. The response actions include the following requirements:
•
•
•
•
•

•

Maintain two landfill covers
Maintain four groundwater treatment systems
Conduct surface water and groundwater monitoring
Manage physical controls
o Signage
o Restricted access
Manage institutional controls
o No building construction or occupation
o Restrictions on excavation and soil disturbance
o No consumption or agricultural use of surface water
o No groundwater wells except for monitoring
Protect the landfill covers and engineered remedy components

Surface Water – George Squibb
George began by displaying a map of the monitoring locations onsite and what they monitor for.
He then summarized quarterly performance monitoring at the landfills.
At the Original Landfill (OLF), which is located on Woman Creek, all sampling results met
water quality standards during the quarter. At the Present Landfill (PLF), the routine quarterly
sampling result for arsenic was 15.0 μg/L, which was above the RFLMA standard of 10 μg/L.
This result triggered increased sampling frequency (monthly) per RFLMA evaluation protocols.
The first monthly sampling result (August 19, 2014) was 6.8 μg/L (back below the RFLMA
standard). Sampling frequency reverted back to quarterly per RFLMA protocols.
George next spoke about Point of Evaluation (POE) and Point of Compliance (POC) monitoring.
All RFLMA POE and POC analyte concentrations remained below reporting levels throughout
the third quarter
David Allen asked about the exceedance of the 30-day average at WALPOC. George said that
the investigation included a geochemical study was currently under review and would be
released in early spring. Mickey Harlow said that a uranium speciation report was supposed to be
completed at the end of 2014 and asked why it had not been completed. George said that some of
this information is reported routinely. The information she was referring to will be included in
the geochemical report that he just mentioned. Anne Fenerty asked if there was a fence around
the site. George said there was one, however it was not required. He said there were also signs in
place. Ted Ziegler said that he was concerned about construction of the Candelas neighborhood
because they were building right up to the fence line. He said he had also seen evidence of
trespassing in that area. George noted that the area he was referring to was part of the Wildlife
Refuge. Another citizen asked about other contamination that resulted from spraying or trench
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burials. George explained that years of documentation shows the extent of contamination onsite
and the site monitors areas where it is found. A citizen asked if the so-called ‘bathtub ring’ in the
ponds was being evaluated. George said it was just made up of minerals, and had been there
since closure. Another citizen asked for clarification of the purpose of the fence as an
institutional control. Carl Spreng (CDPHE) explained that institutional controls only apply to the
Central Operable Unit (COU) to protect the treatment systems, not the Refuge, and that the
information can be found in several locations online. George added that extensive study
determined that workers with an ongoing presence onsite are safe, so even though trespassing is
illegal, it would not be unsafe. Another attendee asked about what would happen if kids from
Candelas climbed over the fence into the COU and tampered with monitoring systems, and
whether the site would lose the ability to know if contamination was being released. George
explained that all of the structures were locked and that staff receives automated texts if anything
malfunctions, so any disturbance would be known right away. Someone asked what the fence
and signs looked like. George said the fences are four-strand barbwire, and that the signs read
‘no trespassing’, and ‘government property’. An audience member stated that the signs should
explain why people should stay off site, and that there should be a better fence. George noted
that the signs are spaced so that one is always visible from every location. A citizen asked about
the possibility of prairie dogs bringing contamination up from the subsurface. George explained
that the site has a prairie dog monitoring program, and that any contamination would be found.
None has been seen so far.
Groundwater – John Boylan
The third quarter is a light RFLMA sampling quarter. Statistical evaluation of the results will be
presented in the Annual Report. John also displayed a map of all of the groundwater monitoring
locations. Non-RFLMA monitoring included the treatment systems. At the Solar Ponds Plume
Treatment System (SPPTS), microcell and lagoon testing continued. Air stripper maintenance
was performed at the Mound Site Plume Treatment System (MSPTS).
At the East Trenches Plume Treatment System (ETPTS), ZVI media was sampled to support
disposition. Air stripper maintenance was also conducted, as well as sampling to confirm
performance. Work also continued on the ETPTS reconfiguration project work:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Drained ZVI-filled treatment cells
Removed ZVI
Began converting treatment cells for future purposes (influent batch tank, effluent tank)
Sampled ZVI to support waste disposition
Began electrical work, construction of air-stripper enclosure
o Poor-quality soils led to extensive over-excavation, preparation of subgrade soils,
minor redesign of enclosure foundation
Project scheduled to be completed in January 2015

At the SPPTS, several activities took place:
•
•

Continued microcell tests
Continued pilot-scale lagoon tests (including sampling)
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•
•
•

Maintained pumps, solar/battery power facility
Worked to improve flow through original treatment cells
Added plumbing to allow tests of microcells using effluent from pilot-scale lagoons

Mickey Harlow asked if the site could measure VOC’s via telemetry. John said they cannot. He
said that recent samples have shown that all VOC’s are being treated effectively except TCE.
Also, turning up the blower in the treatment system brought TCE below the standard.
Site Operations -- Linda Kaiser
Quarterly sign inspections are required as a physical control under RFLMA. All signs were
found to be in good condition.
At the OLF, three monthly inspections were performed, as well as weekly inspections of those
areas where recent slumping or cracking had been noted. Eight settlement monuments and seven
inclinometers were monitored. No significant cracking was noted within the landfill boundaries
during the third quarter. Gradual slumping was noted on the east side of the East Perimeter
Channel, outside of the landfill boundary. Cracks were filled as required by the monitoring and
maintenance plan. Berms were re-graded where necessary, to restore appropriate berm height
and to repair damaged berm outfalls.
The ongoing geotechnical engineering review related to the OLF included the evaluation of
documents, design concepts, and mitigation procedures related to the OLF. The review did not
identify any factors, conditions, or changes in conditions that suggest the current approach is any
less valid now than when implemented. Also, the design of the East Perimeter Channel
Reconfiguration project was revised, and there was one quarterly inspection of the Present
Landfill (PLF).
Mickey Harlow asked whether the engineering report was available to the public. Linda said it
was attached to the Quarterly report. Mickey also asked if, after berm work was completed, the
area had been reseeded. Linda said it was, and they used coconut matting. Anne Fenerty said
when the OLF cap was being discussed, the original plans called for a RCRA closure with a 6
foot-deep cap. She asked what was being done to keep the cover from cracking, sliding and
releasing contamination. Linda said that they looked at slope stability as part of a 2008
geotechnical review, and the conclusion was that no large scale sliding was occurring, only some
minor movement. A current re-evaluation confirms these findings. Anne asked if the site feels
comfortable about the stability of the landfill. Linda said they do. Gale Biggs asked whether
major flood scenarios had been looked at. George said that under the 1,000 year flood scenarios,
no significant problems were expected.
Ecology – Jody Nelson
3rd quarter ecology activities included:
•
•
•

Preble's meadow jumping mouse mitigation monitoring
Wetland mitigation monitoring
Revegetation monitoring
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Weed mapping
Vegetation mapping
Prairie dog surveying
Nest box surveying
Forb nursery monitoring
Photopoint monitoring
Herbicide applications (approximately 60 acres treated)

Shelley Stanley asked which weeds were targeted with herbicides. Jody mentioned diffuse
knapweed, jointed goat grass, and thistle. He said that biological controls work well, but not on
large areas. Tim Plass asked if the site was using any pesticides that contain neonicotinoids,
which have been shown to have negative effects bee populations. Jody was not sure and said he
would look into it.
Chris Hanson asked if Jody anticipated the migration of prairie dogs into the COU. Jody said that
a couple years after closure, a handful of prairie dogs came across fence, near the southeast
corner of the COU. They died in the plague and never came back. He said that it was pretty
unlikely they would come back. Chris asked what would be done if they did come back. Jody
said that since they cannot be allowed on landfills or areas with buried foundations, the site
would consult with the regulators and the Division of Wildlife to make a plan for removal.
Mickey Harlow asked if the weeds onsite were Class A or Class B. Jody said they used to have
Class A weeds, but now they were all Class B.
Opening Comments: Prescribed Fire at Rocky Flats
USFWS has signaled its intent to conduct a prescribed fire on 700 acres in the southern portion
of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Chair Downing asked David Lucas, USFWS
Refuge Manager, for a very quick summary of the agency’s plans relating to the proposed burn.
David said that last summer, USFWS was asked about their plans at Rocky Flats for this year.
They mentioned activities related to a prescribed burn, as well as developing plans for visitor
facilities. The area being discussed for the burn is approximately 700 acres in the southern
portion of the Refuge. He said the agency has policies and procedures in place to conduct the
burn safely. He added that they are conducting enhanced public outreach because this fire will be
the first they plan on conducting at Rocky Flats.
Public Comment: Prescribed Fire at Rocky Flats
Michelle Gabrieloff-Parish, a resident of Rock Creek in Superior, said she was at the meeting
because she was concerned about the burn. She was concerned about the possible uptake in
plants of uranium, plutonium, arsenic and beryllium, and potential distribution of these
contaminants during a fire. She said she was also concerned about the bare ground left after the
fire, combined with high winds, spreading additional contamination. She expressed her thanks to
Arvada, Superior, and the Stewardship Council for opposing the burn. She said that she
understood the need to manage the prairie, but asked that USFWS please take into special
consideration the surrounding community and history of the site. She asked that they look at
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options instead of fire. She added that she hoped the agency had seen the petition opposing the
burn.
Harvey Nichols, a retired biology professor from CU-Boulder, spoke next. He said he performed
a study of airborne particles at the site, and that the air sampling equipment was not suited for
this purpose. He said they found plutonium-contaminated snowfall, and got an admission from
Rockwell about routine small emissions of particles through HEPA filters that were suitable for
inhalation. He said that in light of immense half life and health risk of plutonium, he encouraged
the Board to reach out to some of the scientists that the site and regulators dismiss as critics. He
said former DOE official John Rampe argued that there was no uptake of plutonium in plants,
and that was false. Mr. Nichols said that many sources, including EPA, showed uptake. He stated
that before the last burn at Rocky Flats, Lisa Morzel had requested testing of plants and that
DOE had refused. Carl Spreng also said there were no health implications from operations. Mr.
Nichols said that Tim Rhedar with EPA asked to come to his class to clear up misinformation,
and that the class ‘took him apart’. Nichols said that before any fire is planned, there must be
vegetation sampling, as well as proper air sampling equipment. He argued that lack of funding
could not be an issue, because they could ask Congress for funding. He suggested that the site
look into insect controls, and using goats. According to his own data calculations, there are 5
million plutonium particles in the burn area.
Gale Biggs spoke next. He said that even though a burn would meet regulatory requirements, it
would not protect human health. He said that in the past, the air monitors were not able to
measure the size of particles coming off site. He added that ductwork, stacks, and equipment
onsite were not calibrated. He said that site operators were not getting correct air flow
information. Mr. Biggs brought up fugitive emissions vs. stack emissions. He said that
employees estimated that 60-90% of site emissions were fugitive. He also referred to the Health
Advisory Panel findings, which said that the most dangerous pathway was air. He said that they
need to develop a monitor that can accurately measure airborne plutonium before any burn is
scheduled.
Mark McGoff noted that the Stewardship Council had already taken a position in opposition to
the burn, so he questioned why this was the forum being used for this discussion. Joyce
explained that the Board had requested additional information. Tim Plass added the information
and discussion was still valuable for Board members to hear. Megan Davis said that it would be
helpful to know what other public forums were planned. Bob Briggs asked if the comment limit
was supposed to be three minutes. Chair Downing asked everyone to please be cognizant of
time.
Anne Fenerty said that she appreciated the Stewardship Council coming out against the burn.
She said people came to this meeting because of concerns with the proposed burn.
Briefing/Discussion on USFWS’ Plans to Conduct a Prescribed Fire at Rocky
Flats
David Lucas began his presentation on the ‘South Woman Creek Prescribed Burn’. He started
out by noting that most wildfires are started by humans. He displayed a photo of an area that
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burned in 2002 in the Rock Creek drainage. The fire was started by a cigarette thrown from a
vehicle on Highway 128. He then showed a photo of the same area six months later, which
demonstrated how quickly the area was restored.
The Rocky Mountain Arsenal (RMA) Complex within USFWS also manages Rocky Flats.
David explained that 12 USFWS employees work in the RMA complex. He then reviewed the
‘RMA Doctrine’. The doctrine states: ‘We do things well, we do things safely, and we treat
everyone with respect. It also requires that management decisions based on:
1. Sound science and best professional judgment;
2. Following all laws & regulations; and
3. Working with appropriate stakeholders
David reviewed the contents of the Rocky Flats National Refuge Act of 2001. Among the
‘Purposes’ of the Refuge are:
•
•

Restoring and preserving native ecosystems
Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants and migratory and
resident wildlife

Sec. 3178 of the Refuge Act also required development of a Comprehensive Conservation Plan
(CCP). This plan and its corresponding Environmental Impact Statement included substantial
involvement from the public, the State and local governments. David provided an excerpt from
CCP for management of xeric tallgrass prairie (p. 78):
•
•
•

•

Use prescribed fire in conjunction with other restoration tools such as grazing, mowing,
herbicides and biological controls to simulate natural processes that once existed at
Rocky Flats.
Suppress all wildfires.
Use prescribed fire in areas identified in Figure 18. Prescribed fire may be used in
grassland areas at a frequency of 5 to 7 years (riparian areas 5 to 10 years). These can
occur for two years in a row but not less frequently than once every 10 to 12 years. Burn
areas will average about 200 to 500 acres per year of both xeric and mixed grasslands and
portions of riparian communities across the site.
Monitor ecological conditions before and after the application of any specific restoration
tool.

David reviewed the goals for the prescribed burn:
•
•
•
•

Plan and complete a safe prescribed burn
Emulate (simulate) historic fire occurrence in the Rocky Flats grasslands to improve
heterogeneity of plant species and reduce the spread of invasive weeds
Reduce light fuel loads along the Refuge’s southern boundary to prevent the risk of
wildfire and private property loss
Indirect Benefits = emergency management planning; training for RMA & local
cooperators
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David said that USFWS follows Federal Wildland Fire Policy. The Fire Management Plan for
the RMF District says that all wildfire is suppressed; prescribed fire can be utilized to reduce
hazardous fuels and to help achieve resource management goals as defined in land management
plans; and that RMA fire crews will coordinate on any suppression occurring on DOE lands. He
mentioned that some areas have recommended 5-7 year fire intervals, and some say ‘not less
frequently’ than 10-12 years.
Prior to the burn, the agency will develop a Prescribed Fire Plan. This plan will be prepared and
reviewed by staff at an appropriate experience level and approved by the agency administrator.
All relevant regulations will be followed, and these include NEPA, NHPA, ESA, and other
applicable regulations (i.e., CDPHE smoke permit). USFWS also requires that there be
contingency resources onsite on all burns.
He then reviewed the history of fires at Rocky Flats since 1995. There have been 12 fires, with
the largest burning between 300 and 999 acres. He also discussed various alternatives to fire
(grazing, mowing, herbicide), and which goals would be accomplished by each (emulating
historic conditions, improving species heterogeneity, reducing invasive species, reducing fuel
load). He noted that the agency believed that grazing was also off the table because of public
concerns about contaminated animals/euthanization. He added that the USFWS is considering
additional options (e.g., increased mowing; smaller burn unit; burning Section 16 lands; etc.)
David said that because this would be the first prescribed burn conducted by the USFWS at the
Refuge, the USFWS, DOE, CDPHE, and EPA would conduct greater public outreach on why we
burn, how we burn, and why it is safe to burn. He said that a formal communications plan had
been developed. As part of this, they plan to conduct an open house in March 2015 near the
Refuge where the general public can visit to learn about the USFWS fire program, prescribed
fire, and the specifics of the 2015 burn. He added that the smoke management permit for this
burn requires the USFWS notify the public at least 24 hours but no more than 120 hours before
planned ignition.
He concluded by saying that the USFWS manages over 500 million acres, including many
controversial sites with similar issues. He said that the bottom line was that they were in a
planning process right now, and still making decisions. He said one of the primary reasons for
the timing of the fire is the status of the Candelas development. He said that they can burn safely
when houses are there, but that it is easier to do before they are constructed. Public notification
will include a press release and reverse 911 for neighbors. He said they will be working with
meteorologists to make sure the smoke plume will avoid neighborhoods. He said there is a video
on their Facebook page (https://www.facebook.com/RMANationalWildlifeRefuge) that people
can watch. He added that on the day of the burn, they start with a test burn, and the burn will be
completed by 4 pm.
Carl Spreng (CDPHE) next spoke about the role of the State with respect to the burn. The State
will confirm the protectiveness of the remedy. They will also provide information to the USFWS
about contaminant levels in soil, exposure pathways and previous burns. Finally, they will
review and approve the smoke management permit.
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The protectiveness of the remedy is defined in the following ways:
•
•

Notice of Intent: “…no hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants occur in the
Peripheral OU above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.”
CAD/ROD: Emissions from a fire, even a scenario involving a fire in the 903 Pad
area, will be much lower than those requiring further action.

Carl showed a map of the southern area of the Refuge with associated contaminant levels
depicted. Carl noted that 32 samples from 28 locations had been previously collected, and except
for one sample, average concentrations were essentially at background levels. The one elevated
level was 1.5 pCi/g. Upon resampling of that location, the sample was at background. Carl also
introduced Gordon Pierce, who was available for more specific questions.
Board Questions
Tim Plass asked if the fire management plan included any outreach to local governments. David
Lucas said it would be a press release only, but commented on the need to build relationships and
to ensure better communications in future. Tim said that local governments did not have input
into the Fire Management Plan, and suggested that be corrected. David Lucas noted that there
was no formal rule-making or public hearing for this decision. He said that his agency values
public input and will be talking about the plans for burning. However, the legal construct was
already put in place that instructs the agency to carry out burns on the Refuge (Refuge Act). Tim
asked if there is an opportunity to influence how the fire is done. David said there was, and it
needs to be taken in the context of the complete discussion and decision. Megan Davis
commented that from David’s presentation, it appears that grazing is off the table. She said she
would like to have a dialogue about this issue. David said something like grazing would take a
long time to set up, so would not be a near term decision.
Lisa Morzel asked how the proposed burn area was determined. David said they looked at
physical conditions such as physical barriers. He added that they should be able to do the full 700
acres in one day in excellent conditions. He said they were considering adding Section 16 to the
burn area as well because it is also in bad shape. Lisa asked if there would be any air quality
monitoring, or attempts to establish baseline air quality levels. David said that CDPHE was
considering monitoring during the burn. He added that they are the experts in monitoring, not the
USFWS. Lisa noted that the Stewardship Council members represent about 900,000 citizens, and
took a unanimous position opposing the burn due to public concern about the impacts of
contamination on human health. She said they take their roles as stewards very seriously, and she
hopes that the USFWS will take the input in a constructive way and look at alternatives.
David Allen asked Carl if the smoke permit would be required if Colorado was not a nonattainment area for ozone. Gordon Pierce answered that a permit would still be required. The
permit says if levels are high, the burn cannot happen. He added that monitors in this area were
removed because the levels were so low.
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Chris Hanson followed up on David Lucas’ grazing comments and asked why animals would
need to be euthanized after grazing. David said he expected there would be public controversy
and this might be demanded. Chris asked what the next steps were before the burn could take
place. David said all they needed to do was to complete their internal documentation. Megan
Davis asked what would happen if the COU were affected during the fire. David said that
contingency planning was very important. In this event, the burn would be declared a wildfire.
They will be coordinating with DOE. He added that in this habitat it would be pretty quick
suppression effort. He said they are more concerned about it going south, not toward the COU.
David Abelson asked at what point USFWS’ plan goes into execution phase, or shifts from a
proposal to a plan. David Lucas said that there will be a ‘go-no go’ decision closer to the event.
David Abelson asked about other options being considered and how they might come into play.
David Lucas said that the decision to utilize prescribed burns was made in 2005. He first heard
there was some opposition in October. He said he would love clarification about why there
seems to be a change in opinion from what was discussed in 2005. David Abelson said he recalls
that local governments largely though not unanimously supported the CCP in 2005, through
some raised concern about using fire as management tool. David Lucas said that since
concentrations are at background levels, it is his opinion that the opposition seems somewhat
arbitrary in terms of the science.
Laura Weinberg asked what the timeframe for the burn was. David Lucas said they would look
at when good conditions become available, such as snow melt and grass drying out. They are
looking at mid-March through April. He said they do not want the grass to get too green either
because it will not burn well. She asked if the air permit has dates for which it is valid. He said
the permit is for March 1-October 31. Mary Fabisiak asked David to explain what he meant
about the vegetation being in bad shape, and whether this can be quantified. He said there was no
specific way to quantify. David was asked how close to the south Refuge boundary the fire
would go. He said that a 30-foot fire break would be mowed in this area. He was then asked if
this fire break could be made larger. He said it was possible. He added that the smoke permit has
wind direction restrictions; they cannot burn if wind is from N, NW, or NE.
Cathy Shugarts asked if there were any plans to protect water quality by preventing erosion after
the fire. David said that in spring grasses grow back in weeks, so there are no requirements for
erosion plans. He clarified that a wildfire would burn deeper, cause worse conditions and may
require erosion control in affected areas.
Megan Davis asked if they were going to host any public meetings about the fire. David said
they were just planning to go out and talk to people who are interested.
Public Comment
Harvey Nichols referred to CDPHE monitoring during the fire, and said he was told that a couple
weeks would be enough time to massage the data. He said Carl Spreng had previously
commented that plutonium was no more of a threat to health than dry cleaning fluid, and asked if
that was still his position. Carl said that comment was taken out of context while he was
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attempting to explain the risk assessment process. David Lucas said he found Mr. Nichols’
comments offensive.
Mickey Harlow thanked David Lucas for answering all of her questions, and that she found it to
be very helpful and forthright. A woman in the audience brought up the topic of using goats as
an alternative to burning and wanted to get a show of hands in support of grazing as an option.
Chair Downing said that was not necessary.
David Lucas was asked if there were plans for burning other areas within the Refuge. He said
that some areas on the western side have not yet burned recently, and probably needs it every
couple of years.
Another audience member asked if budgetary restrictions were the reason they were not testing
intake of plants. She said this is what would show whether the burn would be safe. David Lucas
explained that this had already been done, but what people had been hearing earlier in the
meeting was that some members of the public did not accept the results.
Jeannette asked whether it was correct that deer and elk autopsies at Rocky Flats had shown no
contamination issues. David said that was correct.
Mickey Harlow asked if USGS does any sampling now or if they could. Lisa Morzel said she
could check with people. Carl Spreng said that there had been lots of uptake studies, many of
them by CSU.
Another citizen spoke up to thank the Stewardship Council and the USFWS. She asked how
personnel would protect themselves during the fire. David said that nothing special is required,
because the land is not use-restricted. They will be wearing normal wildland fire gear. The
National Wildlife Refuge regional fire coordinator has been involved in planning and all safety
concerns have already been brainstormed. He said there are numerous checklists and procedures,
and assured everyone that they will not put people in harms way. He added that cost is not a
restraint. He said the Refuge will burn either way, so they are working to make it happen under
optimal conditions.
Judith Mohling asked if they use fuel to get the fire burning, and how they know which plants
will come back. David said that they use diesel or regular gas to start the fire. In terms of fire
effects, the US Forest Service provides information about species reaction to fire. He said most
of the area is grasses, and the root systems will not be burned, so in a week to 10 days, they will
see some growth. For the more susceptible areas (around creeks, cottonwoods, etc) they will be
doing protection around them. Willows will re-sprout if burned.
Updates/Big Picture Review
Lisa Morzel suggested that the Board forward its position statement regarding the burn to
Congressman Perlmutter. David Abelson said it has been previously forwarded to his staff. Tim
Plass suggested that the Board also meet to convey the message in person. David Allen asked
whether the concerns of the Board were still same as they were in October when the letter was
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written. Laura Weinberg noted that the Board has received more information, and had heard
from the USFWS. She did not think some of the concerns from the letter, notably the
supplemental information requests, were still relevant. David Abelson suggested that he could
draft a letter conveying the Board’s position, as well as reflecting the current status of
information they have received. It was discussed that the motion could charge the Executive
Committee to work with David to write and send the letter, prior to official approval of the letter
at next meeting. Laura Weinberg suggested that the letter clarify that the Board still believes that
public outreach has not been sufficient, and that alternatives have not been fully explained.
David clarified that he would only include the actual position paragraph of the letter, and would
send it out to the Board for comment. Emily Hunt requested that the Board review the CCP for
the Rocky Flats Refuge, since it was now nearly 10 years old. Lisa Morzel said she was going to
make a second motion about this. Megan Davis noted that the CCP would also come up with
regard to other issues at Refuge. David Allen said that the Board needed to be clear about the
basis of its opposition to the burn.
Lisa Morzel moved that David Abelson and the Executive Committee amend the Board’s
October letter so that it reflects the current discussion, and send it to the Congressional
delegation. Also, the Executive Committee is tasked with meeting with the Congressional
delegation to discuss these issues. The motion was seconded by Chris Hanson. The motion
passed 12-0.
Lisa Morzel moved that the Board review the CCP and address whether any revisions are
needed. The motion was seconded by Jeannette Hillery. The motion passed 12-0.
David Abelson said he would send out a copy of the CCP to Board members. He said he thought
the plan was written for a 15-year period, extending through 2020. He said the plans were
developed within the overall framework of the Refuge lands fitting into the areas surrounding the
site. Tim Plass asked that they also review the Fire Management Plan.
Note: Shortly after this meeting USFWS announced it would not conduct a prescribed fire at the
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge in 2015. Accordingly, the aforementioned letter to the
Colorado delegation was placed on hold as was a meeting with the Colorado delegation.
April 6, 2015
Potential Business Items
• None
Potential Briefing Items
• Continue discussing proposed prescribed fire at Rocky Flats
• Begin discussing goals for Rocky Flats visitor’s center
• DOE pictorial history of Rocky Flats
June 1, 2015
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Potential Business Items
• Receive 2014 audit
Potential Briefing Items
• DOE quarterly update
• Overview of post-closure management (what DOE says and why)
• Continue discussing Rocky Flats visitor’s center
• Prescribed fire outcomes (as necessary)
Issues to watch:
•
•

Wright Water Engineers Uranium report
AMP sampling

Member Updates
Murph Widdowfield announced that the Rocky Flats Institute and Museum has put together a
bus trip to tour the Trinity site on April 4, which is the only day it is open all year. The cost is
$60 for a 4-day trip, bus transportation, 3 nights lodging, and entry fees to museums. He has
sign-up forms available and there is a $200 deposit due with the rest being paid by mid-March.
He said he would email the information to David Abelson.
Lisa Morzel said that the City of Boulder is considering planning a trip to Washington, DC in
March to meet with the USFWS. She said anyone could contact her if interested.
The meeting was adjourned at 12:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted by Erin Rogers.
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Rocky Flats Stewardship Council
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Check Detail-2015
January 12 through March 20, 2015
Type

Num
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Date

Name

1/29/2015

Account
CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating
Admin Services-Misc Services

TOTAL
Check

1718

2/11/2015

Century Link

Telecommunications

1719

2/11/2015

Bill

1/31...

1/31/2015

Crescent Strategies, LLC

TOTAL
Bill P...

1720

2/11/2015

Bill

15-2

1/31/2015

Jennifer A. Bohn

1721

2/11/2015

Accounting Fees

Bill

71037

1/31/2015

Seter & Vander Wall, P.C.

1722

3/10/2015

Attorney Fees

Bill

1952

1/26/2015

Blue Sky Bistro

1723

3/10/2015

Misc Expense-Local Government

Bill

2/28...

2/28/2015

Crescent Strategies, LLC

-27.78
-27.78

27.78

-27.78

27.78
-9,319.06

-1,370.00
-5,480.00
-137.21
-117.88
-293.99
-257.92
-28.99
-1,633.07

1,370.00
5,480.00
137.21
117.88
293.99
257.92
28.99
1,633.07

-9,319.06

9,319.06
-589.00

-589.00

589.00

-589.00

589.00
-3,813.48

-3,813.48

3,813.48

-3,813.48

3,813.48

CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating

TOTAL
Bill P...

3.50

CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating

TOTAL
Bill P...

3.50

-3.50

CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating

TOTAL
Bill P...

-3.50

CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating
Personnel - Contract
Personnel - Contract
Telecommunications
TRAVEL-Local
Postage
Printing
Supplies
TRAVEL-Out of State

-290.00
-290.00

290.00

-290.00

290.00

CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating
Personnel - Contract
Personnel - Contract

Original Amount
-3.50

CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating

TOTAL
Bill P...

Paid Amount

-7,005.90
-685.00
-6,165.00

685.00
6,165.00
Page 1

10:50 PM

Rocky Flats Stewardship Council

03/20/15

Check Detail-2015
January 12 through March 20, 2015
Type

Num

Date

Name

Account
Telecommunications
TRAVEL-Local

TOTAL
Bill P...

1724

3/10/2015

Bill

15-17

2/28/2015

Jennifer A. Bohn

Accounting Fees

1725

3/10/2015

Bill

71205

2/28/2015

Seter & Vander Wall, P.C.

TOTAL
Check

1726

3/10/2015

Century Link

-7,005.90

7,005.90
-532.00

-532.00

532.00

-532.00

532.00
-493.00

-493.00

493.00

-493.00

493.00

CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating
Telecommunications

TOTAL

143.25
12.65

CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating
Attorney Fees

Original Amount

-143.25
-12.65

CASH-Wells Fargo-Operating

TOTAL
Bill P...

Paid Amount

-28.66
-28.66

28.66

-28.66

28.66
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE:

Board of Directors
David Abelson & Rik Getty
Briefing on Rocky Flats History and Overview of the Cleanup
March 25, 2015

The 2015 Stewardship Council work plan specifies that throughout 2015 and likely into 2016,
the Board of Directors will work to “identify key questions about the cleanup and ongoing
management, and evaluate for remedy effectiveness and impacts to human and ecological
receptors. Discussions will take place at Board meetings throughout the year and into 2016 as
needed.”
The first briefing/discussion will take place at the April 6th meeting. At the meeting, Scott
Surovchak, the DOE site manager, will discuss the history of Rocky Flats and provide an
overview of cleanup activities. Scott has made similar presentations at prior Stewardship
Council meetings (the last time was the April 2012 meeting) and Board members found it
extremely helpful in establishing the foundation needed to understand the range of site issues.
Executive Summary (both operations and cleanup):
1. Rocky Flats was one of the major nuclear weapons facilities in the Atomic Energy
Commission (later Department of Energy) complex, operating from 1951-1989. The
plant ceased operations in 1992, and cleanup started in 1995. Cleanup took 10 years and
cost more than $7 billion.
2. The primary mission was producing nuclear triggers. There were also special projects,
many of which remain classified.
3. The cleanup focused on four principal activities:
a. Stabilizing materials and shipping weapons grade material offsite to other DOE
facilities
b. Decontaminating and demolishing more than 800 buildings and structures
c. Shipping all waste to off-site receiver sites (note: the two landfills that were used
during production were capped in place)
d. Remediating contaminated soils and contaminated groundwater, and protecting
surface water quality
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4. Cleanup meets or exceeds all applicable federal and state regulations. The site water
quality standard for plutonium for water leaving the site is 100 times more protective than
the federal drinking water standard.
The History of Rocky Flats and the Cleanup (1995 – 2005)
Rocky Flats operated from 1951 until 1989, serving as the nation’s primary nuclear weapons
trigger production facility. Production of triggers (known as pits) and other classified work
resulted in widespread contamination within the buildings and throughout portions of the 6,200acre site, with the greatest contamination and thus hazards within the 384-acre core industrial
area. Site operations and fires in the production buildings also spread contamination to off-site
lands and into off-site water supplies.
Production ceased in 1989 after the FBI and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) raided the
site, yet DOE did not announce an end to the nuclear weapons production mission until 1993.
Cleanup, which began in earnest in 1995 and was closely regulated by both the EPA and the
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE), took 10 years and cost
approximately $7 billion.
The cleanup focused on four principal activities:
1. Stabilizing materials and shipping weapons grade material offsite to other DOE facilities
2. Decontaminating and demolishing buildings
3. Shipping all waste to off-site receiver sites (note: the two landfills that were used during
production were capped in place)
4. Remediating contaminated soils and contaminated groundwater, and protecting surface
water quality
The overarching goals for the cleanup project included:
1. Ensuring waters leaving the site are available for any and all uses. At Rocky Flats the
surface water standard for plutonium is 100 times cleaner (more protective) than the
federal drinking water standard.
2. Demolishing all buildings and removing foundations to six feet below grade.
3. Remediating soils to levels that support a wildlife refuge. Importantly, the majority of
Rocky Flats is clean enough to support residential development and/or industrial use.
4. Developing and implementing a comprehensive post-closure stewardship plan.
Remediation actions included:
1. Demolishing 800+ buildings and facilities
2. Consolidating 21 metric tons of weapons-grade nuclear materials and 100 metric tons of
plutonium residues
3. Excavating and/or consolidating 275,000 cubic meters of radioactive wastes
4. Analyzing, and remediating as necessary, 360 individual hazardous substance sites
5. Shipping wastes and other materials to 14 off-site locations
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Cleanup activities ended in October 2005, and in late 2006 and early 2007, DOE, EPA and the
CDPHE declared the cleanup complete. The former buffer zone and off-site lands were removed
from the CERCLA Superfund list, and 4,000 acres of the former buffer zone were transferred to
the Department of the Interior to be protected as the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge.
Additional lands were transferred in 2014.
Importantly, in 1996, DOE, EPA and CDPHE determined off-site lands were not contaminated
to levels that warrant remediation, and no use restrictions due to contamination or proximity to
Rocky Flats were imposed or otherwise required.
Ongoing Management
Cleanup did not eliminate all risk. The core production areas, settling ponds, groundwater
plumes, and two landfills hold the greatest levels of contaminants and remain under DOE’s
jurisdiction. Contamination is found along old building foundations, in pond sediments, in old
underground process waste lines, in two landfills, and in other areas. This contamination, which
is at or, in nearly all cases, below all federal and state regulatory standards, includes radioactive
materials, chemical solvent wastes and heavy metal wastes. DOE’s responsibility is to ensure
the cleanup remedies work as designed and to protect the remedies from human intrusion. This
remaining contamination poses no immediate threat to human health and the environment, but it
does require ongoing management by DOE and regulatory oversight by CDPHE and EPA.
The site regulatory agreement that guides management actions is the Rocky Flats Legacy
Management Agreement (RFLMA). The RFLMA is between DOE, EPA and CDPHE. The
RFLMA identifies each party’s management/oversight responsibilities. DOE’s responsibilities
include:
1. Monitoring and maintaining the two landfills and four groundwater treatment systems.
2. Conducting environmental monitoring, including surface water and groundwater
monitoring, and repairing systems as necessary.
3. Maintaining legal and physical controls, including but not limited to:
a. Prohibiting excavation, drilling, tilling and other such intrusive activities except for
remedy-related purposes and in conjunction with plans approved by CDPHE and
EPA.
b. Ensuring surface water and groundwater on-site is not used for drinking water or for
agricultural purposes.
c. Maintaining groundwater wells and surface water monitoring stations.
d. Prohibiting activities that may damage or impair the proper functioning of any
engineered control, including treatment systems, monitoring wells, landfill caps
and/or surveyed benchmarks.
e. Maintaining signs and fencing demarcating the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
lands from the DOE-retained lands.
The RFLMA can be found at: http://www.lm.doe.gov/Rocky_Flats/Regulations.aspx

3

Cleanup – Cost and Timeline
Following are a few benchmarks in determining “how clean is clean.” DOE, EPA and CDPHE
assert:
1. The cleanup meets or exceeds all applicable federal and state standards.
2. Water leaving the site meets all applicable standards. As noted above, for plutonium, the
standard is 100 times cleaner (more protective) than the federal drinking water standard.
This standard has not been broken for water leaving Rocky Flats.
3. The vast majority of the site can support residential development and/or industrial use.
The reason the DOE lands are not part of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge and
not open to the public is to protect the remedies from humans; access is not restricted to
protect humans from residual risk.
The cleanup naturally has not been universally accepted as being protective. When Kaiser-Hill
was awarded the cleanup contract of Rocky Flats starting in July 1995, the cleanup was
estimated to take 70 years at a cost of roughly $36B. In the end, the cleanup cost approximately
$7B and took roughly 10 years.
Some argue that the reduced time and cost is a function of DOE and Kaiser-Hill cutting corners
and/or reducing the proposed scope of the cleanup. The facts suggest otherwise.
1. The cost of keeping the lights on at Rocky Flats—dubbed the mortgage costs—was
approximately $475 million year. That scope included maintaining security, managing
materials and wastes, etc., but did not include any remediation activities. The mortgage
cost of Rocky Flats for 70 years would have cost the federal government $33 billion, not
accounting for inflation. Therefore, by simply expediting the cleanup, the cost and
timeline were dramatically reduced.
2. The soil cleanup levels for the top six feet are much cleaner (more protective) than was
contemplated in 1995. While the cleanup costs were reduced, so too were the surface soil
cleanup levels made more protective.
3. During the cleanup, the federal and state standards controlling the cleanup were not
weakened. The cleanup still meets or exceeds all applicable standards, despite the time
and cost of the cleanup being reduced.
Maps
Attached to this memo are five maps. They provide a spatial overview of DOE-USFWS
management areas, DOE’s water monitoring system (has since been slightly modified),
groundwater plumes, and the remaining subsurface infrastructure and features.
Please contact me us you have any questions.
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Rocky Flats History: Timeline of Key Events
Version 3.0 – December 2014

1951

On March 23, The Denver Post reports “There Is Good News Today: U.S. To Build $45
Million A-Plant Near Denver.” Dow Chemical becomes the initial operating contractor.

1957

A major fire occurs in Building 771, later deemed the most dangerous building in the
complex. The community is not told about fire until 1970, despite the spread of
contamination to off-site lands.

1969

A major fire in a glove box in Building 776, later declared the second-most dangerous
building in the complex, results in the costliest industrial accident in the nation at the
time; cleanup took two years.

1970

After independent scientists find plutonium on off-site lands, the Atomic Energy
Commission (AEC) announces that the contamination is the result of the 1957 fire and
leaking waste drums containing radioactive and hazardous materials.

1972

AEC determines it needs to expand the buffer zone around the production buildings;
Congress agrees to spend $6 million to buy an additional 4,600 acres, bringing the total
site acreage to approximately 6,400 acres.

1973

In April, the Colorado Health Department finds tritium in downstream drinking water
supplies but does not alert local officials for five months; the AEC initially denies the
presence of tritium at Rocky Flats but later admits to its presence.

1974

Gov. Richard Lamm and Rep. Timothy Wirth establish the Lamm-Wirth Task Force on
Rocky Flats. The group, which includes site workers and anti-nuclear activists, is
charged with making recommendations regarding the future of the site.

1975

Rockwell International replaces Dow Chemical as managing contractor.

1978

In April, large-scale protests begin at Rocky Flats when 5,000 people turn out for a rally
at the west gate; protestors begin camping on railroad tracks leading into the plant site
and occupy the tracks until January 1979 when plans are made for a large-scale protest.

1979

In April, 9,000 protestors rally outside of Rocky Flats; 300 are arrested, including
Pentagon Papers whistle-blower Daniel Ellsberg; in August the United Steelworkers of
America, the main site union, holds a counter demonstration that draws 16,000.

1981

The Lamm-Wirth taskforce issues its report, concluding that relocating Rocky Flats
would cost $2 billion and take 10-15 years.
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1983

On October 15, 15,000 protestors nearly encircle the 17-mile perimeter of the Rocky
Flats site.

1986

DOE, the Colorado Department of Health, and the Environmental Protection Agency
sign an agreement to allow regulation of radioactive and hazardous waste at Rocky
Flats.

1987

Rocky Flats Environmental Monitoring Council forms, a community oversight
organization. It is replaced in 1993 by the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board.

1989

On June 6, as part of Operation Desert Glow, 80 armed federal agents raid the site to
investigate allegations of environmental violations; the contractor Rockwell
International later agrees to pay an $18.5 million fine, the largest in the nation as of that
date.

1990

EG&G takes over operation of Rocky Flats from Rockwell International.

1991

An interagency agreement among DOE, the Colorado Department of Health and EPA is
signed, outlining multiyear schedules for environmental restoration studies and
remediation activities fully integrated with anticipated National Environmental Policy
Act documentation requirements. The approach stymies progress leading the parties
five years later to sign the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA). The RFCA
provides the regulatory basis to accelerate cleanup.

1992

In the State of the Union address, President George H.W. Bush announces the end of the
W-88 warhead program, effectively ending the mission at Rocky Flats.

1993

Gov. Roy Romer and Rep. David Skaggs form a 29-member Citizens Advisory Board to
provide advice on the technical and policy decisions related to cleanup and waste
management activities at Rocky Flats.

1995

In July, Kaiser-Hill LLC signs a contract to remediate Rocky Flats; the target
completion date is 2010 for an estimated cost of $7.3 billion.

1995

In July, the Future Site Use Working Group issues a comprehensive report of the future
use of the site, which includes protecting the 6,000-acre buffer zone as open space, but
leaving open questions regarding the future use of the 384-acre core production area
(the Industrial Area).

1996

DOE, EPA and Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment (CDPHE)
sign the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, the regulatory agreement governing the
cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats.

1997

DOE and the regulatory agencies agree to no on-site burial of Rocky Flats waste.

1998

The Industrial Area Transition Task Force issues a report listing six alternatives for use
of the Industrial Area. Final determinations about use of the Industrial Area are made in
2001 with the passage of “The Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001.”

1999

In February, the local governments surrounding the site sign a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU). The MOU establishes the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local
Governments (RFCLOG). Its goal is to give affected governments greater leverage over
cleanup and future use decisions.
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2001

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act is signed into law; it was a section in the
2002 National Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 107-107). The Act directs protection of
Rocky Flats as national wildlife refuge following completion of cleanup activities; the
Act expressly prohibits reindustrialization of the site or local government annexation of
the property.

2003

DOE, EPA and CDPHE agree to site-wide cleanup levels for soils contaminated with
radioactive materials.

2005

On October 13, Kaiser-Hill announces physical completion of Rocky Flats cleanup.

2006

In September, EPA and CDPHE grant regulatory approval of the cleanup.

2007

Rocky Flats buffer zone and off-site lands are deleted from the CERCLA Superfund list.

2007

On July 12, jurisdiction over 4,000 acres of the former buffer zone is transferred to the
Department of the Interior to be managed as the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge.
DOE retains jurisdiction of the vast majority of the former core production area and
settling ponds (1,309 acres), as well as jurisdiction over active mining claims (929
acres).

2012

DOE transfer additional parcels to the USFWS for inclusion into the Rocky Flats
National Wildlife Refuge. DOE retains approximately 150 acres that will be transferred
to the USFWS around 2025.

May 2008
Updated December 2014
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ROCKY FLATS LEGACY MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT

Figure 1. Water Monitoring Locations

February 2007
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Figure 2. Composite Plume Map

February 2007
Attachment 2, Page 26

ROCKY FLATS LEGACY MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT

Figure 3. Subsurface Features – Remaining Infrastructure

February 2007
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Figure 4. Subsurface Features – Representative Pits and Trenches

February 2007
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE:

Board
David Abelson
Rocky Flats visitor center
March 25, 2015

DOE and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) are in the early stages of planning a Rocky
Flats visitor center. The visitor center will most likely be located on the Rocky Flats National
Wildlife Refuge, and will serve both federal agencies.
At this meeting we will begin discussing our goals and priorities for the visitor center, and
identifying criteria the agencies should consider when designing and siting the visitor center. The
process the Stewardship Council governments and members will follow will be important, but
key details about how the agencies will run the public engagement process are currently
unknown. I propose a process for the Board to consider later in the memo. It will be adjusted as
the agencies define the process they will follow.
Background
Other DOE-Legacy Management sites such as Fernald (Ohio)
(see http://www.lm.doe.gov/Fernald/Visitors_Center/Visitors_Center.pdf) and Weldon Spring
(Missouri) (see http://www.lm.doe.gov/Weldon/Interpretive_Center/) have active visitor centers
that are immensely popular with the local communities. DOE is looking to build on these
successes and develop visitor centers at other sites, including Rocky Flats.
USFWS’s site conservation plan for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge includes what the
agency calls a “contact station.” Towards this end, USFWS is now working with DOE to
develop a visitor center for Rocky Flats. (For more about USFWS’ contact station plans, see
“Chapter 4: Management Direction” of the site conservation plan -http://www.fws.gov/nwrs/threecolumn.aspx?id=2147522289)
The Rocky Flats visitor center would differ in important ways from the visitor center USFWS
built at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal. The Rocky Flats visitor center would be smaller in size,
would not include meeting rooms, and would not have a store. (For more about the Arsenal
Visitor center, go to http://www.fws.gov/nwrs/threecolumn.aspx?id=2147513511)
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Potential visitor center criteria and key questions
At this meeting, in addition to beginning to define community goals and priorities, the Board will
begin to identify the criteria the agencies should consider in designing and siting the visitor
center. The following ideas are offered for discussion purposes. The proposed criteria focus
mostly on DOE’s part of the story (namely, the history of Rocky Flats as a weapons plant,
cleanup, and long-term management) and do not pertain to questions of Refuge management.
Proposed criteria: The visitor center should be
1. On or adjacent to the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
2. The visitor center should objectively tell the story of Rocky Flats
3. The agencies should hire an historian to help design the Rocky Flats story
4. The Rocky Flats story should tell all sides
5. The visitor center should be integrated with signage throughout the Refuge
6. The visitor center should be integrated with web-based resources
7. The exhibits should change over time
8. In developing the visitor center and in designing the exhibits, DOE should draw on its
experiences at other sites.
In addition, the agencies should be prepared to address the following types of questions:
1. Goals – What is each agency trying to accomplish with the visitor center? How does the
proposed visitor center advance those goals?
2. Public engagement –
a. What process will the agencies follow in siting, developing and designing the
visitor center and exhibits?
b. What steps will the agencies take to engage the public?
c. What role will Friends of the Front Range Refuges and the Rocky Flats Museum
and Institute play in designing and operating the visitor center?
3. Siting – What evaluation criteria will the agencies use in determining the location of the
visitor center (e.g., access, availability of utilities, avoiding impacts to natural resources,
connection to trails, outside of the 100 year flood plain, parking, etc.)?
4. Staffing – Which agency (if not both) will staff the visitor center?
Process
More likely than not USFWS will take lead in designing and building the visitor center. I’ve also
been told that USFWS will likely spearhead the public engagement component, and that
USFWS’ regional staff is not interested in participating in or attending Stewardship Council
meetings. As the local stakeholder organization (LSO) for Rocky Flats, the Stewardship Council
has a far different relationship with DOE, so as an organization the plan as of the drafting of this
memo is for the Stewardship Council to focus on DOE-related issues.
Additional conversations will occur at council/commission/member meetings. Advocacy will
then take place at the forums established by USFWS.
Please let me know what questions you have.
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