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ABSTRACT 

This report presents an analysis for the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) to determine the 
level and extent of treatment, storage, and disposal facility (TSDF) assessment duplication. 
Commercial TSDFs are used as an integral part of the hazardous waste management process for those 
DOE sites that generate hazardous waste. Data regarding the DOE sites’ usage have been extracted 
from three sets of data and analyzed in this report. The data are presented both qualitatively and 
quantitatively, as appropriate. This information provides the basis for further analysis of assessment 
duplication to be documented in issue papers as appropriate. Once the issues have been identified and 
adequately defined, corrective measures will be proposed and subsequently implemented. 
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Summary of Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facility Usage 
Data Collected from US. Department of Energy Sites 

INTRODUCTION 

Commercial treatment, storage, and disposal facilities (TSDFs) are used as an integral part 
of the hazardous waste management process for many U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) sites 
that generate hazardous waste. Information regarding the DOE sites’ usage of these TSDFs has 
been organized into three data sets. This report compiles and analyzes the three data sets, which 
include the following: 

U.S. Department of Energy Headquarters (DOE-HQ) EM-332 data 

DOE Waste Management Operations Committee (WMOC) data 

0 Waste Manifest System (WMS) data. 

Each data set is analyzed and presented in terms of individual TSDFs used by the sites in 
order to determine which TSDFs have duplicative usage. The duplication-of-use information is 
important because existing DOE orders and best management practices drive individual DOE sites 
to perform an environmental safety and health (ES&H) assessment of the TSDFs with which they 
subcontract? Because more than one DOE site may subcontract with the same TSDF, the 
potential for duplicating assessments exists. Therefore, data that show duplication of usage also 
represent the potential number of duplicated assessments performed by DOE complex wide. By 
analyzing and compiling the data in this manner, a cost-saving potential can be calculated based 
upon the elimination of the duplicated assessments. A summary of the raw data is located in 
Appendix k 

Two of the data sets, EM-332 and WMOC, contained cost information for performing TSDF 
assessments along with the site usage data. The third data set, WMS, does not include any cost 
information. However, the costs associated with performing these assessments reported in the 
data are inconsistent from site to site around the DOE complex since standard assessment criteria 

a. 10 CFR 830 requires that procured items and services meet established requirements and perform as 
specified. Prospective suppliers must be evaluated and selected on the basis of specified criteria. 

Department of Energy Acquisition Requirements (DEARS), 48 CFX 970, requires compliance with 
regulations promulgated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), DOE, U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT), Executive Orders, etc. 

DOE-HQ Order 5480.1B requires that contractors ensure that proposed subcontractors operate in 
compliance with ES&H regulations and requirements. 

DOE-HQ Order 5482.1B requires that maintenance and operation (M&O) contractors ensure that all 
subcontractors operating under the M&O subcontract do so in accordance with ES&H regulations and 
requirements. This would include subcontractors to the prime M&O contractors. 

1 



have not been established. Therefore, baseline information on TSDF assessments was collected 
and used to determine an approximate cost for the WMS data duplications and future cost 
savings. 

DATA 

The EM-332 Hazardous Waste Program Manager collected data regarding the use of TSDFs 
by DOE sites and the costs of conducting TSDF assessments from operations offices and provided 
the data to the Radioactive Waste Technical Support Program (TSP, Lockheed Idaho 
Technologies Company) for analysis. All DOE operations offices received a request from the 
DOE-HQ EM-332 Hazardous Waste Program Manager for information about TSDF usage for 
sites within their purview. Seven DOE operations offices responded with data from 11 sites. 
Approximately 33 sites could have responded. 

A large amount of data received from the sites was incomplete, especially with regard to the 
costs associated with conducting TSDF assessments. The incomplete cost data could represent 
the difficulty the sites experienced in trying to estimate the costs of conducting assessments, or it 
could simply mean that assessments were not conducted. The reported costs of some TSDF 
assessments were extremely low. This raised doubts as to the adequacy of such assessments and 
the soundness of the acceptance criteria. 

The average cost of assessments conducted by the reporting sites was $7,558. This average 
considers only those values reported by the sites and does not include blank data. If the cost data 
were not provided by the site, it was assumed that an assessment was not conducted, for the 
purpose of calculating the average assessment cost. The 11 sites reported using 86 unique TSDFs 
via 142 separate subcontracts throughout the two-year period from the beginning of FY 1993 until 
the end of FY 1994. Twenty-eight of the reported contractual usages had no associated 
assessment costs reported. This was left blank, rather than being reported as zero. 

The submitted data reveal the following information: 

A total of 86 unique TSDFs were used by the 11 reporting sites 

The total number of assessments conducted by the 11 reporting sites was 110 out of 
142 TSDF subcontracts 

58 TSDFs had only one DOE site subcontract 

28 TSDFs had two or more DOE site subcontracts, for a total of 84 contracts 

Contractual usage duplication was 56b 

b. Total subcontracts (142) - number of unique TSDFs used (86) = 56 duplicated usages. 
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Of the 28 TSDFs with multiple DOE usage, 76 assessments were conducted, MC of 
which were duplicated; out of the 84 contractual usages, 8 assessments were not 
conducted (i.e., no cost information was provided) 

44%d of TSDF assessments performed by the sites were duplicated. 

The cost to perform an assessment should, at least, exceed $1,500 when considering both 
travel cost and personnel time involved with performing an assessment and documenting the 
results. If assessments costing less than $1,500 are considered not suitably effective in significantly 
reducing long-term liability, then the following conclusion may be drawn: 

The number of TSDF assessments performed by the sites at a cost of less than $1,500 
(10 assessments), and the number of TSDFs subcontracted by the sites but not assessed 
(32 TSDF subcontracts with no assessment) equals 42. Therefore, 30%e of TSDFs are 
not suitably assessed by the sites. 

An immediate cost savings of approximately $360,000f would result from eliminating the 
duplicate assessments currently: being conducted by these 11 reporting sites. This savings could be 
expected over a two-year period, since that is the timeframe represented by the data. 

The cost savings assumption can be taken one step further by projecting the duplication to 
those sites that did not report data. Taking this additional step is valid if data from sites that 
reported are representative of the whole (all sites), at least in the context of assessment cost and 

I TSDF usage. Currently, no reason exists to draw conclusions to the contrary. Taking 33 as the 
total number of sites that could have reported and increasing the number of duplicate assessments 
proportionally yields a total of 144 duplicated assessments that would be performed by the 33 
sites. The resulting potential cost savings would then be approximately $1.09 miZZiong over a two- 
year period. 

WMOC DATA 

The DOE WMOC has also collected hazardous waste TSDF usage information from its 
member sites. Approximately 18 sites participate on the WMOC and were asked for specific data 

c. Assessments (76) - TSDFs with multiple site subcontracts (28) = 48 duplicated assessments. 

d. Number of duplicated assessments (48) + total number of assessments (110) x 100 = 44% of TSDF 
assessments were duplicated. 

e. Number of unsuitable assessments (42) + total number of subcontracts (142) x 100 = 30% of TSDFs 
are not suitably assessed. 

f. Number of duplicated assessments (48) x average assessment cost ($7,558) = $362,784 cost savings 
expected from elimination of duplicative assessments. 

g. Number of projected duplicated assessments (144) x average assessment cost ($7,558) = $1.09 million 
cost savings expected through elimination of duplicative assessments. 
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relative to their hazardous waste TSDF usages. Information on TSDFs used by the member sites 
was collected. Fifteen of the 18 member sites responded. The information revealed the 
following: 

The 15 reporting WMOC sites used 153 unique TSDFs. No time period was specified 
relative to the reported data. 

The 15 sites reported 272 contractual usages of the 153 TSDFs. 

Duplicate use occurred in l lgh out of 272 usages by the 15 reporting WMOC sites. 
44%' of potential assessments were duplicate assessments. 

If the collected WMOC data are representative of 33 DOE sites, then the following 
projections can be made: 

The number of TSDFs projected to be used by all 33 sites is 337j 

The number of duplicated contractual usages associated with using 337 TSDFs is 263: 

Cost information for assessments being conducted by the WMOC sites that reported 
indicates that assessments budgeted and scheduled will cost $1,141,720 for 96 contractual usages. 

0 This reduces to an average assessment cost of $11,893 per assessment' of a TSDF 

35%m of TSDF contractual usages receive an assessment; 65% do not. 

Duplicate use becomes important when considering the potential for duplicated assessments, 
since each TSDF usage in this case represents the possibility that an assessment was conducted in 
accordance with the requirements to ensure that ES&H goals and objectives are being met by 
subcontractors. To perform cost calculations beyond this point, it is necessary to assume a cost 

h. Total number of subcontracts (272) - total number of unique TSDFs (153) = 119 duplicated usages. 

i. Number duplicated (119) e total number of subcontracts (272) x 100 = 44% of assessments were 
duplicated. 

j. Number of TSDFs (153) + number of WMOC sites (15) = x e total number of DOE sites (33); 
x = 337 TSDFs used by 33 sites. 

k. The number of duplicated TSDF contractual usages out of a field of 153 is 119. The duplicated usage 
potential is therefore equal to 119 c 153 = 0.78, and 337 (number of TSDFs used) x 0.78 (duplicated 
usage potential) = 263 duplicated usages. 

1. Total cost of assessments ($1,141,720) c number of assessments (96) = $11,893 per assessment 
conducted. 

m. Number of TSDFs assessed (%) e total number of TSDF subcontracts (272) x 100 = 35% of 
contractual usages receive an assessment. 
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value for performing TSDF assessments. The WMOC data indicate an average of $11,893 to 
perform a TSDF assessment. If an assessment were conducted for each TSDF usage, then the 
additional cost to perform duplicate assessments would be calculated as equal to $3.1 million? 
Therefore, by eliminating duplicate assessments, approximately $3.1 million could be saved. It is 
not known over what time period this would occur, since the usage data have no specified time 
boundaries. 

DERIVING COST DATA FOR PERFORMING TSDF ASSESSMENTS 

Deriving cost data to calculate cost savings must be performed and interpreted, within the 
proper context. Spending on TSDF assessments varies from site to site around the DOE 
complex, largely as a result of the lack of specified assessment criteria. Currently, there is no way 
of measuring the adequacy of the assessments being performed, because there is a lack of 
established complex-wide assessment criteria. As sites perform assessments to differing criteria, it 
is expected that the associated costs will differ. 

Baseline information about assessment protocols does exist. The Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory (INEL) is the lead laboratory for a consortium involved with consolidated 
assessment/contracting for TSDF use at DOE sites with an EG&G, Inc., subsidiary as the M&O 
contractor. As a result of the focused purpose and clear understanding of the assessment effort, 
the consolidated effort performs the most comprehensive assessment approach currently used 
anywhere in the DOE waste management system. The cost for TSDF assessments performed by 
this approach is approximately $53,000 per TSDF annual assessment. The average of $53,000 is 
derived from the INEL work package document that details the steps and associated resources 
required to complete the assessment scope of work for the consortium. The INEL technical lead 
project manager assigned to the effort developed the work package. Assessment preparation time 
and required participant training are included as part of the TSDF assessment cost. 

The cost is equally divided among the INELled consortium participants. If the number of 
participants were to increase as a result of expanding the effort to 33 DOE sites, then the cost to 
each site would be approximately $1,619/site.O This is 79% less to perform consolidated TSDF 
assessments when compared to the average assessment cost of $7;558 presented in the EM-332 
data section, and 86% less when compared to the WMOC average of $11,893 per assessment. 

TSDF assessment protocols were established by the INELled consortium for conducting the 
TSDF consolidated assessments in order that consolidated hazardous waste disposal subcontracts 
could be put into place. Consortium members conduct assessments to ensure that potential 
TSDF subcontractors are meeting ES&H goals and objectives before awarding a subcontract. It is 
therefore prudent to base costs associated with TSDF assessments upon this already established 
baseline. 

n. Number of projected duplicated assessments (263) x average WMOC audit cost ($11,893) = $3.1 
million to perform duplicated assessments. 

0. Average consortium TSDF assessment cost ($53,416) i number of sites (33) = $1,619/site. 
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Sites that did not provide assessment cost information for particular TSDFs are most likely 
not performing an assessment. Additionally, cost data from some sites indicated that an extremely 
low amount had been spent performing some assessments. This may indicate that the criteria to 
which the assessment were conducted were less stringent than those of the consortium. A review 
of assessment criteria provided by some of the reporting sites confirms this suspicion. 

. A reduction in the number of TSDF usages may be expected from a consolidated assessment 
approach for two reasons. First, the duplicate usage is eliminated along with the need to conduct 
multiple assessments on a single TSDF. Second, the actual number of TSDFs used by the 
complex will decrease. Before implementing a consolidated approach to assessments, a complex- 
wide TSDF needs analysis will be performed to determine the complex’s hazardous waste TSDF 
needs. This is the approach that was taken by the INELled consortium. Before joint 
assessments/contracting occurred, it was first necessary to determine the participants’ needs 
relative to hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal. The result was an overall reduction 
in the number of TSDFs the consolidated participants used over what they had been using 
individually. Reducing this difference through implementation of a consolidated approach will 
result in additional cost savings since the number of TSDFs requiring assessments will 
subsequently decrease. The exact number of TSDFs that would be required to meet the 
complex’s needs is not known, since a needs analysis has not yet been performed. If, however, 
the number of TSDFs used by the DOE complex were reduced by 50, the cost savings from a 
reduction in the number of assessments required would be $377,9OoP; a reduction of 100 would 
amount to a savings of $755,800. The timeframe during which these savings would be realized 
would parallel the assessment periodicity. 

WMS DATA AND THE CONSOLIDATED (INEL) EFFORT 

Data extracted from the W M S  were also analyzed. The W M S  is a subset of the data 
contained within the SMAC data system. Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) 
maintains and operates the SMAC system for the DOE, Transportation Management Division 
(EM-261) under subcontract to Martin Marietta Energy Systems in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. The 
hazardous waste information contained in SMAC is based on the Uniform Hazardous Waste 
Shipping Manifests submitted to SAIC by each site. These manifests provide details regarding the 
date of shipment, the generator, and the specific TSDF taking custody of each individual 
shipment of waste. Data detailing DOE hazardous waste shipments from CY 1992 through 
CY 1994 were included in the analysis. From this information, a comprehensive TSDF use profile 
has been constructed to determine the number of unique TSDFs used by the complex per 
calendar year, the total number of TSDF subcontracts by each site per calendar year, and the 
number of duplicative contractual usages per calendar year. 

Since the WMS data do not include costs for performing TSDF assessments, these costs had 
to be estimated. In order for sites to ensure compliance to ES&H requirements by TSDF 
subcontractors, it is prudent for them to conduct assessments to the level of rigor performed by 
the INELled consortium. Therefore, it is prudent to base the cost of assessments performed by 

p. Reduction in number of TSDFs (50) x average EM-332 data assessment cost ($7,558) = $377,900 
saved. 
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the sites, and subsequent cost savings potential, on this established baseline. Further cost savings 
analysis related to the W M S  data employs this approach. 

The roll-up of the W M S  data is presented in Table 1 and reveals the following information 
relative to TSDF usage for three years from CY 1992 through 1994 for a total of 39 DOE sit& 

Assuming that the cost of compliance with ES&H orders, policies, and guidelines will require 
resources of $53,416mDF assessment, the WMS data lead to the following conclusions and 
potential savings: 

0 

0 

0 

50%q of TSDF subcontracts are duplicated 

If the duplicate assessments are eliminated through a consolidated assessment program, 
the cost savings would be approximately $7.1 million' per calendar year 

If a consolidated TSDF subcontracting program is implemented, the total number of 
TSDFs required to meet the complex's needs drops considerably. If the total number 
of TSDFs required is 15, then the cost savings would be approximately $6.3 million' per 
calendar year 

Total cost savings expected from implementing a consolidated assessment and 
subcontracting program is $13.4 million ($7.1 million + $6.3 million) per calendar year. 

Table 1. Roll-up of WMS data. 

Calendar year TSDF subcontracts Unique TSDFs used Usage duplication 

1992 238 128 110 

1993 265 131 134 

1994 261 124 137 

255 = Avg. TSDF 128 = Avg. unique 
subcontracts TSDFs duplication 

127 = Avg. TSDF 

q. Average TSDF duplication (127) i. average number of TSDF contracts (255) x 100 = 50% of TSDF 
contracts are duplicated. 

r. Average TSDF duplication (127) x average consolidated assessment cost ($53,416) = 7.1 million 
savings per calendar year. 

s. Average consortium assessment cost ($53,416) x [average number of unique TSDFs (128) - total 
number of TSDFs required (15)J = $6.3 million savings per year. 
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CONCLUSION 

It was the intention of those preparing this data report to present and analyze the data in an 
objective fashion allowing the data to speak for itself. Numerous conclusions could be reached 
using the data. From the start, it was the preparer’s intention to focus on the duplication of 
TSDF usages in order to gain a perspective on the potential number of duplicative-TSDF 
assessments being performed throughout the DOE complex In order to place the duplication in 
perspective, associated assessment cost information was used, when available, to derive potential 
cost savings amounts for different possible scenarios. 

The WMS data in this report are the best set in terms of ability to represent the TSDF 
duplication profile across the complex This is because the data include all hazardous waste 
shipments to TSDFs by the sites broken down by calendar year. For this reason, formulation of 
options and recommendation relative to reducing the duplicate TSDF use should be based upon 
the WMS data set. Options for reducing the duplicate TSDF use will be presented in a separate 
issue report as appropriate. 
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Raw Data from EM-332, WMOC, and WMS (SMAC) 
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Appendix A 

Raw Data from EM-332, WMOC, and WMS (SMAC) 

SITE ACRONYM DEFINITIONS 

DOE Site Noun Name 

A.NL-E 

BNL 

INEL 

KCP 

LANL 

LLNL 

MOUND 

O R 0  

Pinellas 

REECO 

RFETS 

RLO 

SNLA 

SNLL 

SRS 

Argonne National Laboratory East 

Brookhaven National Laboratory 

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 

Kansas City Plant 

Los Alamos National Laboratory 

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 

Mound 

Oak Ridge (Yl2, XlO, K25) 

Pinellas 

Reynolds Electric Engineering Company 

Rocky Hats 

Richland Operations 

Sandia National Laboratory Albuquerque 

Sandia National Laboratory Evermore 

Savannah River Site 
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EM 332 Data sort by site 
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EM 332 Data sort by site 
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EM 332 Data sort by site 
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EM 332 Data sort by EPA ID# 



EM 332 Data sort by EPA ID# 
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EM 332 Data sort by EPA ID# 

IDOE Site 
IEGG-EM 
IlNEL 
RFETS 

TSDF EPA ID# Audit Cost 
PAD002390961 13900 
PAD002390961 7075 
PAD002390961 4395 

EGG-EM PAD087561 01 5 
INEL PAD087561 01 5 
LLNL PAD087561 01 5 

13900 
751 3 

12800 
RFETS 
SRS 
RLO 
LLNL 
OR0 
OR0 
LBL 

A-9 

PAD087561 015 4395 
PAD087561 01 5 5472 
PAD980707087 9400 
PAD981 939846 
RD&D PERMIT 10500 
SALESCO 10500 
SCD044442333 5600 

SLAC 
LLNL 

SCD044442333 4843 I 
TND000645770 I 





WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Eiicarn, Fernley, NV 
Envirosafe Services Grandview, ID X 
Envirosafe Boise, ID 
Erickson. Richmond. CA 

~~ 

Evergreen Environmental Services 
Evergreen Oil Inc 

OPERATIONS C 

A-1 1 

IMMIlTEE 

al cn 
3 
0 
S 

c 
E 
0) 

E -  
l 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3. 
1 
2 
1 
7 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 

P 
Q 
0 
I- 

- 
c 



\iiiedSianal. Inc. 

\rgonne National Lab 
3attelle - Pantex 
3rookhaven National Lab 

.ockheed 
:G&G Mound Applied Tech 
locky Fiats Environmental Tech Site 

.awrence Livermore National Lab 

.os Alamos National Lab 
flartin Marietta Energy Systems, Oak Ridae.TN 

Bartin Marietta Specialty Components 

iandia National Laboratories. Albuquerque, NM 

iandia National Labs, Livermore, CA 
Vestinghouse Electric Corp 
Vestinghouse Handford Co 
Vestinghouse Savannah River Company 
Vestinghouse W. Valley Nuclear Ser. Co 

1 

, 
I 'otals 



WASTE MANi 

DISPOSAL CONTRACTORS 
dercury Technologies Hayward, CA 
Jorris Industries Inc 
JSSl Recovery Services Houston, TX 
qucycle Technologies. Knoxvile, TN 
4W Enviroservice Inc Seattle, WA 
9iI & Solvent Process Co Henderson, CO 
3SGo Treatment Systems Nashville, TN 
'ema Fix 
'eoria Disposal Co Peoria, It 
'ike Sanitation Waverly, OH 
>innacIe 
'referred Reduction Services 
kadrex 
3&D Fabricators Colfax, LA 
3ecyclights Minn, MN 
qollins Bethlehen, PA 
qollins - CET 
qollins Envir Services Baton Rouge, LA 
qolllns Envir Services Bridgeport, NJ 
qollins Envir Services Deer Park. Tx 
Rollins Envir Services Los Angeles, CA 
Rollins OPC Los Angeles, CA 
Romic Env Tech Corp East Palo Alto, CA 
Romic Chemical Corp Chandler, AZ 
Ross Incineration (OH) Grafton, OH 
S. D. Meyers AZ 
S. D. Meyers Tallmadge, OH 
Safety-Kleen Corp Pasco, WA 
Safety-Kleen East Chicago, IN 
Safety-Kleen Oakland, CA 
Safety-Kleen Corp Salida, CA 
Salesco Phoenix AZ 

T OPERATlONS COMI 
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WASTE MANP IPERATIONS COMMIl 
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Assumed Totals Per Most Current Updates 

Eighteen sites are represented in the Waste Management Operations Committee 
(WMOC) subcommittee. Fifteen sites have responded with information. These 15 
sites use a total of 272 Treatment, Storage and Disposal VSD) sites for disposal of 
various waste forms. 

Upon review of information provided by the WMOC site representative, the following 
breakdown is as follows: 

15 
15 
10 
1 
3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 

Contractors use 1 TSD = 
Contractors use 2 TSDs = 
Contractors use 3 TSDs = 
Contractor uses 4 TSDs = 
Contractors use 5 TSDs = 
Contractors use 6 TSDs = 
Contractors use 7 TSDs = 
Contractor uses 8 TSDs = 
Contractor uses 9 TSDs = 
Contractor uses 11 TSDs = 

106 
50 
30 
4 

15 
18 
21 
8 
9 
11 

TOTAL AUDITS 272 

96 Audits budgeted and scheduled; 
99 
- 77 

Audits that are scheduled but are not budgeted; 
Audits still needing to be budgetedkcheduled. 

2 7 2 Audits that can be performed. 
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DOE SITES ANALYZED FROM SMAC DATA* 

DOE Site Name 
Ames Laboratory - Iowa State 
Argonne National Laboratory - East 
Battelle Pacific Northwest Labs 

IBettis Atomic Power Lab I 
I Brookhaven National Laboratorv I 
Colonie Interim Storage Site 
EG&G - Los Alamos 
EG&G Energy Measurements 
EG&G Rocky Flats 
Fermi Lab 
Fernald Environmental Management 
Hanford 

!Lovelace ITRl I 
Mound Plant 
Oak Ridge National Laboratow, X-I 0 I 
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
Pantex Plant 
Pinellas Plant 
I Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant I 
IPrinceton Plasma Phvsics Lab I 

IKDahTestRanae I 
US. Department of Energy 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant - Carlsbad 
West Valley Demonstration Project 
Y-I 2 

Data outlined is a summary of applicable DOE generating sites 
taken from the original SMAC data which contained neady 70,000 
manifested shipmen fs. A-16 



COMMERCIAL TSDFs USED BY DOE SITES IN CY 1992 
(as contained in the SMAC system)' 

'Data ouUinedls a summary 
exfracted fmm lhe origlnal SI 
manlfesled shipmenb 

'applicable DOE Generating sifes 
C data whlch contahedneally 70,000 A-17 



COMMERCIAL TSDFs USED BY DOE SITES IN CY 1992 
(as contained in the SMAC system)’ 

‘Data outlinedis a summary o f  applicable DOE Generating sites 
extracfedfmm fhe original SMAC dafa which confainedneariy 10.000 
manifested shipments. 
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COMMERCIAL TSDFs USED BY DOE SITES IN CY 1993 
(as confainedin the SMAC system)' 

TSDFEPAID# I TSDF NAME i 

CAD009452657 
CAD009466392 
CAD043260702 
rCAD050806850 
CAD053044053 
lCAD059494310 
CAD070148432 
CAD087210399 
CAD097030993 
CAD980675276 
CAD980883177 
CAD980884183 

06306000001 ICommunity Landfill Company 
ALD000622464 (Chemical Waste Manaaement. Inc.. Emelle Facilitv 

Romic Chemical 
Erickson, Inc. 
Gibson Environmental 
Rollins OPC 
Safety-Kleen Corporation 
USPCl Treatment & Recovery Services 
Drew Resources Corp. 
Western Drums, Inc. 
Noms Industries, Inc. 
Laidlaw Environmental Services 
Gibson Environmental 
Chemical Waste Manaaement. Inc. 

. , - - - ~  

ARD069748192 
AZD049318009 Recycling Resources, Inc. 
AZD982441263 Westate Catbon -Arizona Inc. 
AZD982465866 S.D. Myers 
AZT050010180 Chemical Waste Manaaement. Inc. 

Environmental Systems Company (ENSCO), Inc. 

*Data oullined is a summary of applicable DO€ Generating sites 
extmctedfmm the oifglnal SMAC data which contalnedneaify 10,000 
manlfesfed shipments. 
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COMMERCIAL TSDFs USED BY DOE SITES IN CY 1993 
(as confained in the SMAC system)' 

A-20 'Data ootlinedis a summary of applicable DOE Generating sites 
exbacfedhm the original SMAC data which containednearly 70,000 
manifested shipmenk. 



COMMERCIAL TSDFs USED BY DOE SITES IN CY 1994 
(as contained in the SMAC system)' 

'Dafa ou 
extiacted 
manileste 

Uined Is a sum 
from fhe origlf 
idshlpments. 

ary oi 
r SMA A-21 pplicable DOE Generating sites 

data which contalnednearly 10.000 



COMMERCIAL TSDFs USED BY DOE SITES IN CY 1994 
(as contained in the SMAC system)* 

'Data outlinedis a summary of applicable DOE Generating sites 
exbacted from the original SMAC data which contained nearly 10.000 
manifested shipments. 
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NUMBER OF CONTRACTUAL TSDF USAGES PER DOE SITE IN CY 1992 
(as reported by the SMAC system)' 

Ames Laboratory - Iowa State 
Argonne National Laboratory - East 
Bettis Atomic Power Lab 
Brookhaven National Laboratory 
Calonie Interim Storage Site 
EG&G - Los Alamos 
EG&G Energy Measurements 
EG&G Rocky Flats 
Fermi Lab 

I SITE NAME 
2 
7 
5 
7 
1 
2 
8 
5 
12 

Number of Unique 1 TSDFsUsed 

Hanford 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
K-25 Site 
Kansas City Plant 
Knolls Atomic Power Lab - Kesselring Site 
Knolls Atomic Power Lab - Schenectady 
Knolls Atomic Power Lab - Windsor Site 

6 
I O  
1 
9 
5 
5 
3 

I Fernald Environmental Management I 1 I 

Los Alamos National Laboratory 
Lovelace ITRl 
Mound Plant 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, X-I 0 
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 

11 
5 
4 
2 
1 

ILawrence Berkelev Laboratory I 7 I 

Pinellas Plant 
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
Princeton Plasma Physics Lab 
Reynolds Electrical and Engineering Company, Inc. 
Sandia National Laboratories - Alb 
Sandia National Laboratories - Livermore 

ILawrence Livermore National Laboratory I 28 I 

6 
1 
8 
5 
13 
13 

Tonopah Test Range 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant - Carlsbad 
West Vallev Demonstration Proiect 

IPantex Plant I 9 I 

3 
3 
4 

Total Contractual Usages 

1Savannah River I 5 I 

2 
238 

Istanford Linear Accelerator Center I 19 I 

*Data outlined is a summary of applicable DOE generating sites 
taken from the original SMAC data which contained neady 70,000 
manifested shipments. A-23 



NUMBER OF CONTRACTUAL TSDF USAGES PER DOE SITE IN CY 1993 
(as reporfed by fhe SMAC system)* 

SITE NAME 
Ames Laboratory - Iowa State 
Argonne National Laboratory - East 
Battelle Pacific Northwest Labs 

Number of Unique 
TSDFs Used 

2 
14 
1 

Bettis Atomic Power Lab 

I 1 I 

8 

EG&G Energy Measurements 
EG&G Rocky Flats 
Fermi Lab 

IFernald Environmental Management I 6 I 

4 
6 
16 

I Hanford 

Sandia National Laboratories - Livermore 
Savannah River 
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant - Carlsbad 
West Vallev Demonstration Proiect 

I 

15 
3 
15 
5 
7 

6 

Y-12 
TOTAL 

I 

1 
265 

Data outlined is a summary of applicable DOE generating sites 
taken fram the original SMAC data which contained neady 70,000 
manifested shipments. A-24 



NUMBER OF CONTRACTUAL TSDF USAGES PER DOE SITE IN CY 1994 
(as reported by fhe SMAC system)* 

4 
Mound Plant 5 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, X-IO 4 
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 2 
Pantex Plant 8 
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 2 

SITE NAME 

4 
Mound Plant 5 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, X-IO 4 
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 2 
Pantex Plant 8 
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 2 

Reynolds Electrical and Engineering Company, Inc. 
Sandia National Laboratories - Alb 
Sandia National Laboratories - Livermore 
Savannah River 
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center 

7 
13 
11 
4 
15 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant - Carlsbad 
West Valley Demonstration Project 
Y-I 2 

2 
4 
7 
3 
26 I i 

Data outlined is a summary of applicable DOE generating sites 
taken from the original SMAC data which contained neady f 0,000 
manifested shipments. A-25 
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