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TPA MEETING - Portland, Oregon 5/10/94

TAPE ONE - SIDE A

DB:

Good Evening. I'd like to welcome you to this meeting which
is going to be devoted to a discussion of progress toward
achieving the goals of the Tri-party Agreement--the
agreement between the Washington Department of Ecology, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and the United States
Department of Energy--governing what is euphemistically
called cleanup at Hanford Reservation. Also to be discussed
will be refocusing of the environmental restoration
component of the cleanup process. I'm Dick Belse. I'm a
member of Oregon’ s Hanford Waste Board and Chair of the site
of the waste cleanup and site restoration committee of that
board. And I'm also a member of the Hanford Advisory Board
which is a newly formed board, supposedly dealing with
cleanup issues at the Hanford reservation. I want to
welcome the people from EPA, DOE, and Ecology, and at the
same time I would like to say that I thought we had learned
how to do meetings and how to give adequate notice so that
in fact we could get a nice turnout. This is a nice
turnout, but notifying people that you’' re going to have the
circus come to town 10 days from now and it's not going to
come around for another year is a little delinquent. And
we' ve learned that public involvement pays, that the people
coming tonight want to get their questions answered, and
people who may not be here tonight, because they didn’ t have
enough notice, will miss that opportunity. But we’ re glad
that when you come out on the tour that you come to Oregon.
Oregonians have a real stake in what's going on up in
Hanford. We are concerned primarily, but not exclusively,
with issues that impact on the lifeline and lifeblood of the
Northwest and its economy, the Columbia River, and this is a
very appropriate spot to have this meeting. It might have
“een better if it were a little closer to public transit,
and I don’t mean to sound crotchety, but we really want to
ce able to get as many people as we can involved. And
secause the meeting came up so late and needed to be
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scheduled, it came 'out at the edge of Portland and at the
edge of Washington rather tha in town. So gentlemen,
welcome, thanks for coming, and I ask that you do it better
next time. '

Hello. I'm Melinda Page and I am going to facilitate the
] eting tonight. I work with a company out of Seattle
called Triangle Associates. We'll be going through the
agenda with a couple of changes. Some of the people who
have been active in following the process here have asked
that aé especially the presenter, Steve Wissen, on the
budget, and the priorities for this year and the coming
years is speaking that you be able to ask questions. The
budget presentation has a lot of information in it and it's
hard to sometimes remember the quest 5n by the time we get
around to the. questioning period, so we will run that a
little differently than the agenda indicated. Also, it will
be really helpful if you have the handout that looks like
this, the environmental restoration program background, and
the handout that says budget allocation in the environmental
management program. If you don’'t have those two handouts
would you please raise your hands an we'll bring them to
you. They’ re reproductions of the view foils that are going
to be used in the presentation, but sometimes those things
are hard to see from a distance. As you can see from the
agenda, we' re going to begin the meeting by presentations by
the three agencies, looking at where the tri-party agreement
has come, where it is now, and where it’s going. And then
also focusing on the ‘95 budge as it has gone forward to
the Congress. Then we'll skip the interest group
presentation on the ‘95 budget because the interest group
that was most interested in giving the "resentation isn't
here tonight, and we’1ll go straight to public comments and
questions. There'll then be a presentation on the
environmental restoration program. And after that _
resentation, we’d like to gather you into smaller grc
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than this large group and have you spend some time sitting
with some people from the agencies and have a chance to ask
questions in a much less formal way. Sometimes it’s hard
for people to come up in front of a lot of other people and
ask a question or make a comment. So we’'re going to do the
smaller round table discussions, and when that' s over, we
will go to the more formal public comment period. If
there’ s anyone here who came now expecting that in half an
hour you’d be expecting to make your public comments and you
have somewhere that you have to be, if you’d let me know
that we' 11 go ahead and call on you so you don't feel
frustrated at having to wait until 9:00 to make a formal ’

comment.

I understand some of you came here expecting maybe that this
was going to be a meeting about the Hanford releases and the
??? construction project. That meeting is scheduled for
Thursday evening at 7:00 at the Holiday Inn in the 1000
block on Grand Avenue, which I think is in the Lloyd Center.
So if you’ re here for the Hanford Environmental ?2?
construction project meeting it’'s time to get off unless
you’'d like to hear what’ s going on here.

Those announcements on the airplane, is that what we’ re
doing? You' re headed for Seattle and if you didn’' t mean to
go there you' d better get off now? OK. The next thing I
get to do is introduce the presenters for this evening. On
my immediate right is Roger Stanley, and Roger's going to
talk about the past year. Roger’s with the Washington State
Department of Ecology. 1In the iiddle is Steve Wisen who's
going to do the presentation on current and future years of
the tri-party agreement and the budget. And to my far right
is Doug Sherwood. Doug is going to talk about the
environmental restoration refocusing program, and he's from
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Unless there's
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questions about format and approach tonight, we’ ll move
ri 1t into the presentations.

Thank you, Melinda. And if you’'d do the pictures tonight.
Again my name is Roger Stanley. I'm with the Department of
Ecology. I'm their Hanford Project Manager. I've been
working on Hanford issues for the state of Washington for
about the past 6-7 years. I've been asked to provide an
overview tonight, kind of a Washington state perspective on
some of the highlights of this past year before we move onto
the main topics of tonight’s meeting--the cleanup budget,
especially the FY' 95 budget and refocusing the Department
of Energy’' s environmental restoration program. In short, I
think Washington’ s perspective is that this last year is
probably, I’ll say it’s the best one. That doesn’ t mean
that we don’t have a stack of difficulties associated with
Hanford cleanup that aren’'t a mile high. But I think the
best one in comparison to the previous three or four years
since the original signing of he TPA in that we started
this past year to see some more significant progress on a
few fronts. And I'll go over a few of those. Basically, we
started to see some progress after about five years of
struggling to get some of the more significant cleanup
projects underway at Hanford. I’'m going to start with what
we called our tours negotiation this past year, our tank
waste remediation system, negotiations that focused on the
work schedules for cleanup of Hanford's doutk 2 shell 1d
single shell tanks. Those negotiations began this last
spring. Once the Department of Energy gave us a pretty
voluminous set of proposa 3 and basically asked us to do two
things. First of all to buy into a delay and start of

Lon of 2 H: l hi_ -level w: v: rificati«
plant. That start of construction was scheduled for the end
of March ‘93. And, at the same time, asked us to consider
mé J>r restructuring of the tank waste or tours program.
What prompted DOE was that at that time they were at the
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point of basically tak ag off and starting to move forward
with their grout program. The grout program being that
portion of the tank program to solidify, stabilize, and
dispose of high volume but relatively low ??? portion of
Hanford' s tank waste and upwards of what was then scheduled
to be on the order of I think 150 very large sub-surface
vaults and, as I mentioned also, were right on the verge of
starting construction of a powerful vit plant. So I guess
one way you could look at it is that news this last year was
that the DOE did not get those major processing plants for
the tank waste actually under construction. However,
Washington' s viewpoint after going through the negotiations
through the Spring and the Summer into the Fall, and then
going through public comment, was that the delay was worth
it. I think we' ve come through with a far better program.
As a result of those negotiations on tanks and as a direct
reflection of tribal and stake holder public concern,
Hanford' s grout program was canceled. Actually the funding
level has gone from around $37 illion last year down to
about the $1 million mark this coming year, that million
being earmarked for basic mone! ry maintenance. And DOE, in
lieu of the grout program, is now focusing on glassifying
their low-level tank waste, so oving to a far superior
waste form and when that low-1. el glass plant actually gets
under construction, they’ 11 wind up with equitable disposal
will be still land disposal but of that more advance waste
form, and I think that number of vaults is less than 50
anyway, so a far smaller number. We also with that shift in
focus on low-level waste going from the grout program to
glassifying low-level waste, it allowed us to put
construction of the high-leve vit plant out in the 2005-
2009 time frame, which is when it’'s needed. And we can wind
up getting waste out of the si 1le shell tanks at the
earliest possible date. Another side benefit is that it
allows us up front to be able to put in a lot more emphasis
now on pretreatment that is going to wind up being
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million that is going to go into other areas of cleanup.
Finally, as far as our tank negotiations, another benefit
that we saw was that t his last year we took a different
approach, whereas in the past the three agencies had
basically gotten together when we had major issues that had
to be hammered out and ad negotiated with one another until
we had a draft document and then put that out for public
comment, go through a series of meetings, make whatever
adjustments were necessary, and sign it. This last year,
because of our reluctance, this last Spring when we actually
got out proposal for the tanks, and the fact that we could
see that there were some major changes that were likely to
be in the offering for the tank program, we knew that
frankly that they wouldn’'t have a chance of flying unless we
did a lot more with the public so that they could see what
was coming, see what changes were being proposed, see what
the rationales were. And we wound up forming the tank waste
task force that basically allowed us, as we went through the
negotiations to be able to hold groups, get values and
principles and be able to take those to the negotiations.
That approach proved to be very suctessful, and we' re going
to be using it over the coming onths for other portions of
the TPA most noted for the environmental restoration
program. We also this last year have started to see finally
DOE turn up the heat on its contractors and on its own
management systems, which for quite some time it has been
more and more apparent that they need to squeeze the excess
cost out where they can and make their management systems
far more efficient. What we did along those lines was to
negotiate a separate document called a cost and management
efficiency initiative that basically was the end result of a
long series of audits of different methods the DOE and its
contractors can utilize to do better. Those types of
activities include contract reforms, cost analysis,
regulatory reforms, and procur: ent system modifications,
with the bottom line that DOE committed to savings on the
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order of $1 billion in costs with the same scope of work on
the table over the coming five years. The EPA and the state
are a party to that agreement. I know that as far as the
Department of Ecology is concerned, we have a pretty
substantial effort just going back into our own regulations
that if we go overboard ??? frankly can be about as
‘bureaucratic as you can get, and trying to strip out some of
those requirements that are not necessary. Also this last
year was the first year that we started to see some physical
progress pob up, physical pro 'ess a lot more significant
than we' ve seen in the past. We have the mixer pump up
here, just from my own perspective, we’' ve also started to
see DOE and its contractors upgrade its overall
infrastructure, basically getting ready for the major
projects that are going to come up in the coming years,
getting roads, office buildin those types of things that

n't get a lot of airplay, t .t are necessary before the
real major projects actually :t off the ground. And also
in those areas, in kind of a related area of getting their
overall infrastructure in place, we’ve seen completion of
laboratory facilities. This slide here shows a facility

alled the waste sampling and characterization facility or
the ??? lab designed to handle low-level samples. It's
going to be primarily helpful in working with liquid
effluent treatment facilities and also keeping tabs as far
as quality control goes with lab work that is going to
continue to be ongoing in the commercial sector. We also
are near completion of a significant upgrade of their
laboratory hot cells. You can't really tell by this slide,
but hot cells are those lab facilities that they utilize for
the analysis of highly radioactive samples, such as those
_1ken o . of tanl . ? 1 those facilities were in need
of a major upgrade and it getting pretty close to being
operational now. Another example is in the area of liquid
effluence. Of course Hanford in the past has had a pretty
long list of liquid discharges to ground throughout the
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reservation. This facility here has the acronym of CO18.
It’s out in the middle of the nford reservation in the 200
ast area designed to take process streams from the 200
area, most notably process ??? from the tank farms. There
are other liquid effluent treatm¢ t facilities that are
under construction as well. That’'s the same facility, just
a drawing. And, is that the last one. Well there was one
more that I thought I had there that is a facility called
the 242A evaporator which is basically a waste concentrator
for the tank farms that has been down for a number of years,
has gone through a major upgrade, and DOE was able to
successfully restart it just recently. That facility is
going to be very helpful in order to keep the volumes of the
waste of the double shell tanks down as low as possible so
that we have tank space that is needed prior to the time
that we get the major tank processing facilities on the
ground and operational. So to ummarize and, I want to make
it clear, I was a little hesit: : to put those slides up
because people always have the :ndency to think, Oh God,
you know we’ re just trying to paint a nice rosy picture of
Hanford. aAnd I don’'t want to ¢ that. Hanford has
tremend: ; problems on a lot of fronts, just about all of
the major areas of work out th¢ e. But from my own
perspective dealing with Hanford every day and having been
involved in Hanford cleanup sii e day one basically, at
least as far as the EPA is con¢ rned, this last year is the
first one where we' ve started ¢ see the leading edge of a
few things with a little more significance to them. So I
don’ t want to overplay that. 1 certainly still have a lot
of problems, but we' re starting to see some progress. We
also wound up where our negotii ions as I mentioned resulted
in a far stronger TPA, a far s lerior tank cleanup program,
and I think we’ ve gotten to the point where we' re doing
better on public involvement, : ort of getting announcements
out with not enough lead time, ut basically when we get to
the point where we have major renegotiations of portions of
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the TPA we' re past the point ere we were in the past where
it was basically decide, announce, defend. So, we' re trying
to do better, and I'd be happy to answer any questions that

you have.

I have several so I'm going t ask them one at a time so
they get answered one at a t e, otherwise I don’'t get the
kind of answer I'm looking for. On the grout . My name is
Page Knight and I'm from Hanf :d Watch here in Portland. On
the grout, Roger, you were sa .ng, I didn’t understand this
from the Seattle meeting last week, you were saying that
there is going to be no grout pfogram, but we are going to
spend $1 million on it in the next year for monitoring and
maintenance. What are we monitoring and maintaining if

there’' s no grout program?

I know we got that question ast night, and we were trying
to get a cost break out of th :.

But what?

Basically it's keeping the grout facility in a standby mode
to act in case of emergency u :il we get the new double
shell tanks built.

What kind of emergency might you have?

Well, for instance, if you need to pump a number of single
shell tanks and get the 1li | out of the single shell
tanks, you would have to possibly put that into grout. So
that would be the only contin ‘:ncy, I think, at this point
that we would be consideri . That was part of the
negotiations...

Yeah, when we went through the negotiations this last year
and at that point; I recall, there had been four grout
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vaults that had been built that were standing empty. And
because of the conce that we received over moving forward
on the grout program, we basically reached agreement that
the grouting of Hanford tank waste was not going to go
forward. There was some concern on the part of DOE that we
shared that if in fact we ever ound up with a true tank
emergency, it might be valuable to have those grout vaults
there.

Even though the grout wouldn’ t hold?

Well if we had a situation where the liquid waste, you know,
to where we had an emergency that was a large enough
emergency that, you know, going to grout might be able to
save us a lot, I can’'t really ¢« ess what kind of an incident
that might be, but just as an erall contingency.

So it’s kind of like use the g: ut vaults because they cost
a lot to put together? I'm ju: , I'm leery. I'm just
little concerned that we might end up with grout even though
we worked all summer to ensure hat there would be no grout.
I will take that ,and I'll ponder it. What is happening to
the grout vaults right now? Y« said something and I missed
that. Are they planning to be sed for something besides
this emergency, or is that what they’ re there for?

I think right now just for emergency. There has been talk
about using them to store liqui discharges, liquid wastes.
But just conceptual at this po :. I don't know of any
other uses that are being cons ‘:red.

Would they be safe enough in terms of leaking into the
ground water to hold waste dis( .arges?

In terms of being ???, I don’t know, probably.
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choose or if you’ re going to use them straight across the

board.

No, we use them straight across the board. What we did last
year, it was the first time thi during a set of
negotiations we tried to get values and principles at the
start of the negotiations instead of at the end to make
final adjustments. So we got ° em at the start, basically,
and then tried to apply then. nd that basic approach,
we're»going to continue to use.

OK. I just got concerned that »>u were'picking and
choosing, and I'd hate to see * at after all the public work
and interest that's been put in. I noticed that on one of
the handouts here on the fiscal year 1994 budget for tours
or for the tank waste remediation system, there was an 18%
increase. Where did that increase come from? And I ask
that question because I am told that the budget now, that
there have no budget increases or Hanford and for cleanup
at Hanford, and that the budget is going to remain flat. So
when you say we have an increase, where is that increase
coming from in the rest of the budget for Hanford?

You mean from ‘94 to ‘95?7

Well, I'm using a quote out of our little two-page paper,
and it says, on the larger one under the pink task force, it
says the fiscal year 1994 budg« for tours is $594 million
which is about an 18% increase rom the fiscal year 1993
budget level.

Jim Peterson from our budget 4. ision.
Thanks, Steve. I'm Jim Petersc from the budget office.

And essentially the tours increase came from ??? transition,
that's a landlord and former production facilities.






g

3

Portland, Oregon Meeting 5/10/94

Well no, but we talked about how long it would take to
restart the facility, and it was not something we could do
overnight in a usual urgency response, it would take a long
time for the fire trucks to get out to the site, from what I
understood. And so I don’t see why we' re spending the money
to keep it open.

We can get some further informi ion unless Dave, do you know
what we'd be projecting as far as the time it would take to
get grout restarted?

I'm David Forhan with the Westinghouse Hanford Company.

Your time frame on the 1-2 years to get the grout facility
up and operating is what I've heard all along. And we
haven’ t sat down and hypothesized any specific emergency,
but generically what we were tl nking about ties in with our

'new double shell tanks that we are designing, have

constructed on line in 1999 or 00, I don’'t remember the
exact year. But if some situation arose where we were
running short on double shell tanks that we could not make
room before the new tanks came on line, and we could get the
grout facility up and operating, it would take some of the
least problematic waste, and solidify it, we’ d make those
trade-offs with the public involvement. But we haven' t come
to any explicit expression of that.

Dick, I think the term emergenc is probably stretching it a
bit.

And also the waste that is most suitable also has some of
the heaviest ??? of anything that you were talking about.
And so it seems to me that was xactly what we were talking
about not doing. That's a two step thing, and I would
imagine that there would be serious questions before we
allowed you to go ahead with that, and the idea of keeping
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waste to transfer to the grout facility. The 101SY tank has
a different configuration so we'd have to make some
modifications to it. When we modify it, it won’ t go back in
to the tank for the grout feed. But we contract with pump
manufacturers to fabricate these pumps and deliver them to
us. We don’t manufacture from scratch.

There may be some confusion about which pumps are being...

And it just leaves the question open as to whether there was
a back-up grout pump.

Right. So if I understand you right, the emergency alarm
goes off and then you go throuwr the procurement process of
getting a pump, and then when you get the pump and you go
through the transfer, the delivery, and then you go an
install it, and then you start the start-up process, which
is another year or two, what kind of return on investment,
mean it will be the year 2010 before you get the darn thing
really up and going. If that pump is not sitting on the
stand, getting it is then factored into that 12-18-24
months, it’'s not starting after the pump is delivered.
There are many other things thi we have to do also, like
transfer the operators back to the grout facility and train
them and make sure they understand all the procedures.

So should we move along? Go ahead. While he’s coming to
the mike, one ground rule is, there may be some of you that
haven’ t been following this pr ess for a long time. And if
you don' t know a term that’'s being said, I'll try to get on
them if they use initials instead of words, but like grout.
If you' re sitting here saying ' y are they talking about
this and want to know what it is, please raise your hand and
say, please tell us what that is, don’'t sit there and
wonder. Raise your hand. OK ' ere's a hand up. So could
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yo " take just a second and describe what grout would have

done?

Well grout is the treatment, actually a stabilization
process, that had been planne to dispose of the high volume
an relatively low ??? portion of Hanford’'s tank waste. And
so the plan that was on the drawing board up until this last
year to over a number of years fill upwards of 150 vaults,
flush with the surface concrete vaults, with this grout
material, that is a cement ti iue material with the waste
mixed in with it so it would take over a period of years to
actually fill those vaults. ] t a cement tissue mixed with
Hanford low-level tank waste 1 it.

I'm Lynn Porter from Hanford Watch. First I'd just like to
comment that one annual public party meeting in Portland is
not nearly enough. I think we should go back to doing it
quarterly. Roger, I'd like to ask you a couple of
questions. I've heard from m ‘e than one source that
ecology is very reluctant to ‘:ress DOE and Westinghouse to
enforce milestonés, that you Ist seem to have a very
nonconfronting attitude, and m wondering if that's true.
Recently ??? told me that ecc gy is very underfunded, way
overworked, and way under: affed. 1I'd like to know if
that’s true, and if that has something to do with your
reluctance to press DOE.

I don’ t think we' re underfunded although, with Hanford, my
experience has been the staff that we have that are assigned
full time to Hanford have wor 1load up to here, no matter
how many we have. We’'ve been a little bit careful on the
funding 1 1se there’'s no \ 1 " 1 1e people on
the reservation one-for-one, and it’ s not our intent to have
folks looking over everybody' s shoulder over there. But we
don' t feel that we’ re underfunded. DOE has been supportive
of our requests for funding, haven’t been stingy or held the
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purse strings too tight under our grant request. As far as
reluctance to'enforce. I don't see it myself. We are very
cautious. We don’'t take enforcement action unless we know
we' re on solid ground, that the instance that we' re dealing
with, we have researched fully, and we feel a penalty or an
order or whatever the action is necessary is fully warranted
and is the best thing to do rather than to negotiate a
change to the TPA. If, on a particular issue, when we,

let’' s say we' re coming up on a milestone date and it's

readily apparent that date is )t going to be met, we
naturally have a dialog with C ! , its contractors, and

"often times the EPA, and many times the numerous stake

holders to figure out what the reasons are, whether or not
they make sense, whether or not a penalty would make sense,
would it be a benefit or not. You know, so far there have
been a few orders and penalties. Not a long list of then,
but from a management perspective I don’ t see any
reluctance. We did have a problem prior to this last year
when we went through these tank negotiations. Prior to that
time the federal hazardous was law that provided states
clear authority to enforce was real weak. The language was
weak. And one of the things that we did during our
negotiations is take the provisions of revisions to the
federal ??? status, the federal hazardous waste management
statute, that had just passed under the name of the Federal
Facilities Compliance Act, and asically recognized that
states do indeed have the same enforcement powers over
federal facilities that they have in the private sector. We
took those terms out of that ac and folded them into the
TPA, so that now our basic enforcement powers are much
stronger than they were in the ast. I hope that helped.

We' ve been told that the Washington state attorney general's
office is not giving you adequ: e support. Is that correct?
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RS: No, that is certainly not correct. We get all the support
we need. I know of no instances where we have asked for
their support and they’ ve told us that they’ re too busy or
can' t.

TAPE ONE - SIDE B

NV: OK, I'd like to ask about your treatment of whistle blowers,
specifically Casey Rood who spoke to Hanford Watch recently.
We understand that he's been ‘:'moted and that for speaking
out, and that his transfer to DOE has been blocked. Would
you comment on that?

NV: Casey was not demoted. I know he' s gone to work for I think
it’ s Westinghouse.

NV: Well we understand the transfer’s being held up.
NV: I believe he’s on loan to the Department of Energy right
now. I'm not sure of the exact status or how that works,

but he is...

NV: Well we’ re told that that’'s been blocked, that’'s been held
up.

NV: I don’t believe so.

NV: Not to my knowledge. I had thought that he had started
working out in the tank farms, but...

. NV: I think that’s something you' re ¢ ing to have to find out.

NV: We can check on that. I haven’ t been directly involved in
that, so I'm not certain that’s actually taken place, but he
wasn' t demoted. I know recer ly when he’s been working out
of our Kennewick office, he was working on ??? permitting
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where we needed his help. But there wasn’'t any kind of a

demotion involved.

OK, well I wanted to check on i at because that’'s a big

concern of ours.

Does anybody here have any background on that? Karen, do
you? '

I'm Karen Randolph with the Richland DOE office, and I
understand that Casey is on staff now with DOE. I made an
announcement to a reported to - at effect five or six weeks
ago, I think. So I haven’'t hei d of any change in his
status. So that was my latest nderstanding.

OK, I'm real glad to hear that. Finally, I'd just 1like to
ask Roger, so far this year whi percentage of the TPA
milestone’ s have been met? Ha' they all been met?

'I can’t give you a percentage. I think Steve has a slide on

that later on, although number re deceptiVe here because a
large portion of the TPA miles' nes, especially those
associated with tanks, were rel tiated this last year. So
if we think back to milestones it were in place roughly a
year ago, as far as grout was : pposed to get going, the
high~level vit plant was suppo: d to be under construction.
We changed those. We moved them, so of course they don’t
show up as a missed milestone. ‘But, if you just play a
numbers game and look at how o en a milestone was in place
and DOE did not meet it, then * e number of noncompliance is
pretty small.

Why don’' t we get on with the presentation then, with that
slide?
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decontamination and decommissioning of those facilities.

And then the technology develo ent is 6.5%. If you look at
the original budget compared to the total environmental
management budget by major progr: , you can see that here
and you can see that we’ re about 25% of the national cleanup
budget, at $1.6 billion. If you look at it by state, this
shows the ' 94 appropriation and the ‘95 Congressional
budget. Washington state is over here on the left. We
receive about twice as much fu 1ling for cleanup as any of
the other states, with South Carol 1a and Tennessee being
the next closest at about a three quarters of a billion
dollars. This shows 4n a little bit more detail, the
breakout of the various programs for the ‘94 appropriations
and the ‘95 Presidential budget requests. The increase of
the ' 95 budget over ‘94 is about 11%. 1In ‘94, our budget
looks good as far as meeting all our TPA requirements.

There is a reprogramming in works right now that is
scheduled to be going to Congress fairly soon, when I say
reprogramming what I mean is shifting money from the various
funds. What this will do is it will take prior year cost of
funds and it will apply them to the '94 activities. And
mainly in the areas of waste management and facility
transition. No TPA activities are impacted because of this.
No funding is being taken away from TPA activities. This is
about a $30 billion reprogramming. It's going to be applied
~to things like payment in lieu f taxes for the three
counties within the tri-cities area. NEPA documentation for
the petronium finishing plant, nd also the environmental
impact statement for the new double shell tanks. When this
does go forward, we will have : re details on that that we
could share. The ‘95 budget was submitted to Congress in
February of this year. That budget as it was racked up did
not totally reflect the tri-party agreement that was
renegotiated and signed in January just days before that
budget was submitted. And because of that the Department of
Enerqgy, Ecology, and EPA entered a1to a process of reracking
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restoration program we asked for some things for our plate.
We recognized that the values from the tank waste task force
and the future site users working group needed to be
incorporated into that program. So depending on how those
negotiations go will determine the adequacy of the budget
for the ER program in ‘95. One of the ways that we would
fund any shortfalls would be through the cost and management
efficiency initiative. As one of the key points, later on
in the negotiations last year ! at we recognized with fairly
level budget projections, that we were going to have to be
much more efficient in how we did business so we could get
as much clean up done for the money that we are getting. As
Roger mentioned we' ve committed to $1 billion savings over
the next five years, that would be applied to cleanup.
Here' s a question that somebody, was it Page, you were
asking about the r lestones. Or no, you were asking that.
As of 4/30/94, we had completed 310 milestones under the
agreement. Now let me tell you what that includes. That
includes original TPA milestones, it includes milestones
that have been changed or exte; ed out but still met by
their extended due date, and that also includes new
milestones that have been negotiated. I don’'t have an
accounting of those different categories but that’'s what’s
included there.

=
)
-

It depends on whether they were changed or not.

Without changing? I don’ t have that number right now. I
will say this though, that over the five years of the tri-
party agreement, there isn’t hardly an area in the agreement
that hasn’ t undergone some kind of a change, especially frc
this last renegotiation, there were significant changes.
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L. e the grout program was canceled, the pretreatment
program changed significantly, all of the high-level waste
vitrification milestones were extended out, and so on.

I hope so. And if we don’t, you ought to know about it.

And right now, I don’t know of any that are particularly in
jeopardy. Can any of the program folks help me with any of
those, at least in the next year or two. What we do is we
sit down with the regulators 1| a monthly basis, and we go
over 1/4 of all the TPA milestones, go over the status and
issues, and what we expect to accomplish in the next year or
so. We also issue a site man [ement system report which
discusses milestone accomp is lents and issues, and those go
out to the reading rooms and are available for public
viewing. That also includes st information as to what

we' re spending on each of the milestone and the other
programs.

)
J
(3V]

OK, good point.

As far as the double and single shell tank waste milestones,
our estimate anyway is that in DOE is in much better shape
or has much better capability now to meet those milestones
that develop here in the tank waste remediation system
negotiations this last year. Frankly, the tank milestones
that were developed under { e initial TPA were our best shot
at that time. There were a number of areas where we didn't
¢ juate data, a: ~ no doubt that as a result of
the lack of that data, DOE's overall ability to meet those
milestones were pretty low. They’ re not doing too bad now,
they’ re capabilities to meet tank milestones without

« anging them is much much higher. I think that in the area
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of liquid effluent control DOE's also doing pretty decent.
I'll let Steve or Doug talk about the ER program. But in
those two areas I think we’'re 1 pretty decent shape now.

NV: I am going to talk about an is: e with capsulation of the
fuel and the sludge in the K Bz .ns which is a schedule
issue right now. Although the: are some target dates that
we’ re projecting that we’'re go g to miss, and I'1l1l talk
about that a little bit later. Yes?

DM: My name is Dean Morrison, and I'm from Hanford Watch.

You' ve complete 310 milestones?
NV: Yes.
DM: How many have you missed?

NV: The last time I checked, I mean if you count the one’'s that
we just flat missed, whether t. y were changed or not,

DM: . Even including the adjustments, I mean the extended time
periods. Have you missed any .lestones?

NV: Yeah, I think there's been 5 or 6, something like that.

DB: I'm Dick Belsing. I have and | ve had some concerns about
the cost and management effici: cy initiative. A billion
dollars is a lot of money in a1 body’'s game. And I wonder
at the time that this was negotiated there were fuzzy
explanations about how those w« e going to be realized. And
I still have not heard nor seen any detail identifying where
in the budget we are going to get a billion dollars worth of
additional cleanup over the ne: five years without any
additional funds. And I hope °* at the EPA and Ecology, for
their part, will take the effic =ncy and that cost and
management efficiency initiative seriously and go through
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I don’'t think there’' s hardly a week that’s gone by where the
DOE senior management level at Richmond that ??? hasn't been
discussed and the need for moving on with that.

Frank Gerhart from Gresham. I'm with Healthy Water 2000.

Ju a _ . ick co ent, about this cost and management
efficiency initiative. I guess this is kind of a pie in the
sky type of thing, because you' re looking at a budget here,
and you’' re saying well we save a billion dollars in the
budget, but still it’s a pie in the sky. If we had a total
cost for the overall cleanup and we knew for sure that when
we got down to the year 2000, or whatever, we’'d have it all
cleaned up for many billions. But we don’'t have that. It
looks to me like the whole thing is flying an aircraft by
the seat of your pants up there. I think one of the basic
problems as I as a concerned citizen see that we got
Westinghouse Corporati who started the problem at
instigation of the U.S. government, sure. But they’' re still
managing the problem. And so I guess for another 1,000
years maybe we’ ve still got the sa @ management team up
there. And just a comment abolt spent fuel. That is kind
of a misnomer to the average citizen’ s understanding of what
we’ re really talking about up - ere. I've got a little ?27?
which I got at the PR up there at Hanford last year. And
it’ s not spent fuel. The reason why your not using it
anymore, not 2?? but some like it in these fuel rods, is
because it's too hot to handle. You can’t use it anymore,
and I think you guys ought to « me clean and tell the
citizens that we’ re not talking about spent fuel, we're
talking about something too hot to handle. And yet you want
to take it up there and bury it so we can move it in some
future generation. I think we ought to put this whole thing
on hold until you find out whe: you’ re going.

I'd like to shift now and talk about what some of the actue
physical accomplishments will be over the next couple of
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to have much greater leakage from those basins than what was
originally forecast. So we're in the process of figuring
out what the contingency is to deal with that and it looks
like we' 11 be able to construct some copper dams in those
basins so that the construction ??? which would be subject
to this earthquake would be protected by this copper dam.
This just shows you the fuel as it sits in the basins now.
Another activity that we’ re doing right now is we’ re
negotiating milestones for faci ity transition. Those
negotiations are to be complet by the end of this year,
and then by the end of '96 we will have negotiated the
milestones for the decontamination and decommissioning of
those facilities. ???'s facility is just one of those, and
here you can see the 222 facility. So, with that, I'd be
happy to... Oh, also, the ER program is something that
Doug’ s going to cover a little it later. There's a lot of
thing happening in that program.

Before you take questions I ju: want to pose something to
the group. We worked in advan: with some of the interest
groups asking them to help us | t together an agenda and get
everybody talking to each other and still have time to ask’
questions. And at this point ' haven’'t heard one of the
presentations and we' re about ' start questions on this
presentation and we' re way behind on the schedule because we
were also asked to take questions as we went along. So my
dilemma is how many questions to take right now. Do you
want, if we could take a lot of questions there won't be
time for smaller groups unless e extend the overall time of
the program by another 1/2 hour. So the people from the
agencies are happy to do that, but I don’'t want to just
assume that it’'s OK with everyone. So, the choice, I think
is, shall we go ahead and hear the environmental restoration
program and then take questions on both, or should we stop
now and take some more questions knowing that it's going to
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breakdown by area. The 100 area is the reactor area along
the river. The 200 area is really where the main
reprocessing facilities are located. The 300 area is an
area that was used for nuclear fuel fabrication and for
research and development. And then the 1100 area as I
described earlier is an equipment and maintenance area.
These are the operable units a: the operable unit names
that are currently under investigation. And for many of
these the investigations are ne :ing completion. As you can
see the primary focus was on operable units which were in
close proximity to the Columbia River and on operable units
that were in close proximity to i 2 city of Richland. 1In
addition to the operable unit activities that looks at the
?2?? cleanup process much the si @ as would be done at a
private ??? site. 1In addition ) that we have what we' re
calling an expedited response i tion. And these expedited
response actions are actions where the remedy or the cleanup
option that should be used is « vious. And it doesn’ t make
sense to do the long protracted : vestigation in order to
make a cleanup decision. These are sites which are similar
to sites at other facilities, « sites which just the
cleanup option was obvious. A ' ve got a variety of
those activities started. 1In several cases those activities
are meant to do the final cleanup job for those sites. In
some cases they’ re to eliminate a hazard that we consider
important. Here’'s just a general location map for those
expedited response actions, the ones that are complete, the
one' s that are in process and ° e one's that we' re planning.
Now I'd like to cover a part of the program that is
currently not covered by the Tri-party Agreement, or not
covered by the ??? and ??? clei up agreement between the
three parties. These are decontaminated and decommissionin
activities which is a result of the recent negotiations now
we’ re bringing in to the TPA. b s is the part of the
program that I'm least familiar with because it’'s the part
that we don’t follow regularly, but these are some of the
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in the 300 area. And to initiate ground water pump and
treatment actions to test technologies and to limit the
spread of Hanford' s ground water contamination. Now I'd
like to get into what we' re starting to negotiate this
summer as far as the environmental restoration program. And
that is, what we' re really talking about is a way to align
this program with the values we' ve heard from the public,
and address the parts of cleaning up Hanford that we have
heard most important. Particularly, the most important

‘thing we' ve heard is that you need to clean up the sites

along the river first, they’ re the most important in terms
of their potential to affect the environment and their near-
term effect on the Columbia River. So those are the areas
where we' re initially concentrating. Another part of the
strategy is to address decontamination and decommissioning
of nuclear facilities concurre: ly with the waste site
cleanup. If you cleanup all of the waste sites but you
leave a contaminated nuclear fi ility there, you' re probably
not going to use that land for nything else. 1In order to
make that land usable for other uses, you really need to
address all the cleanup problems, not just the ones that are
required by our regulations, but the ones that are required
by our regulétions as well as 1 e other sites that are out
there. I think one of the things we learned from the tank
waste process was that at the end of the process I believe
it was Gerry Paulette that termed what we had as a regional
consensus on what the priority should be for the tank
program. That is really what we want for the environmental
restoration program. We want . to be doing the job that
you expéct it to do, and that’'s the main emphasis here is to
try to align the balance of remediation and characterization
activities with your goals. In terms of the program, I
think we have some kind of ideas as to how these changes or
refocusing efforts may fit with your values. The first is
to have a significant increase in funding for ground water
remediation. That was one thing we heard loud and clear was



TAPE

3

3

Portland, Oregon Meeting 5/10/94

don'f contaminate any more ground water at Hanford. It's
important that you preserve what resource there is left.
Initiate river investigations and remediations along the
shorelines of the Columbia River and really do a good
investigation to make sure all of the parties as well as the
public understand our concerns with the river.

TWO - SIDE A

...And the next part gets into one of the recommendations
that we’ ve heard from what was called the future site uses
working group. It was a grov @ of tribal and stake holder
and public that looked at a variety of uses for Hanford, and
they divided the site into six areas, and like the north
slope and ??? which are' only slightly contaminated, they
said get out there and take c :re of those first. For other
areas they had a different ap :roach, but the main emphasis
was to cleanup most of the areas of the site, leaving the
200 areas for waste management activities. This was a
centralized site away from the river, probably the safest
part of Hanford if we were gc 19 to store and dispose of
waste for the long term. So this was really a part of how
we arrived at that kind of af -oach. The others, I think
they’ ve been on a couple of t : other slides. And, in the
interest of time, I guess d just like to go ahead and take
your questions now.

I don’ t understand the next to the last slide on that last
slide. Reduced characteriz »n activities that require
high cost analytical support. Could you explain that
please?

For t1 1 st 4 1/2 years we': I been spending-a lot of
time and a lot of money on the environmental restoration
program, investigating waste sites and characterizing waste
sites. And all we’'re trying o say by this is that we
really have enough data now make smart cleanup decisions,
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we feel. And so it's more important in the near term to
spend less monéy characterizing waste sites, and more money
actually out there doing remediation. So it’s really how we
balance how much characterization activities we do in the
next few years versus how much leanup activity we do during
the next few years. And I thi what we' re saying is for
the first four years we’ ve bee erring on the side of doing
too much characterization. I ' n’'t say that we' ve done too
much. But I think we' re far enough along to support some
good cleanup decisions.

Would you explain what characterization is, give some
examples of that?

Yeah. It would be where you w 1d go out and look for
contaminants, either hazardous substances or radio nuclides
in the soil or in the ground water, and determine what the
extent of contamination is, how high a level of contaminants
that are there, what the appro] iate treatment technologies
might be for those contaminants, either in the ground water
or in the soil, and how you mi¢« t go about cleaning them up.
And that's really what we’ re talking about, is
characterizing the problems we ave in terms of waste site
cleanup. Page?

OK, some of this is sort of hard with this presentation to
separate comments out from questions, so you’' re going to get
sort of a mixture from me. Fi: t thing, going back to the
earlier talk on the cost management efficiency? I look at
this proposed $1 billion savings by making things more
efficient, and I'm also rememb( ing some data that’'s out
there, and this comes from a q te that the Assistant
Secretary of Energy, Grumbley himself, has mentioned a
couple of times, and that's that the DOE sites have cost
overruns of 30% compared to pr. ate businesses and how they
manage their projects. And I hope I'm using the work
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overrun right, but for example, if I were to run a business
and I'm charging so much for cleanup, DOE is running the
same business and they’ re charging 30% more for cleanup. So
I'm looking at that and I'm - .nking that’s where some of
the cost efficiency should be oming from. And are those
specific things that you' re looking at? Do you know where
your cost overruns are, do yo know where we' re paying for
$500 toilet seats, or whatever.

I want to correct something before you answer that. The
cost overruns on the projects that I believe you’' re
referring to are related to the design and construction of
facilities, that was the nu ) ' that was kicked around on
the stand when Thomas Grumbley got everybody to shut down
for a day and look at that issue. And it was not, the
example that you used wasn't accurate what the quote was
for. I was not for what it cost to clean something up. It
was what it cost to build a building or design and build a
facility.

The capital construction proj :ts.

Exactly.

But the same thing is not happening with cleanup dollars?
Well a lot of the cleanup that we’ re doing at Hanford is
unique to Hanford so don’' t, no it’ s not true that it costs
30% more to clean Hanford p than if somebody else went out
and did it. I'm not saying that we are doing it as
efficiently as we could be dc 1g it or that our runs aren’'t
high. What I'm saying is, 1 n y¢ "re quoting is quoting

what it costs us to do cap: il design and construction.

Can you identify yourself?
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I'm Jay Gustenborg and I work for waste management division.

Thank you.

Page, I'd like to add a 1little E to that. Last year,

actually over the past couple of years, as a result of a

dispute on the 1100 area, the environmental restoration

program did what was called the schedule optimization study.

These were activities, what was done is we looked at the

schedule for doing cleanup investigations and tried to

identify areas where either the schedule was too long to do

these activities, or the time : ent preparing paper work or |
doing other activities just wasn't justified. And so we |
thirk there are some cleanup activities that will benefit

from the cost and management eff. iency initiative, because

it really includes the schedule optimization studies and

applying those potential savings to the ER program. So I

don’ t think we know if it’s 30% or 10% or 20% or what the

potential savings is. We know hat there is some potential

savings in ER though.

Well, you know, just a comment n that, is my suspicion is
that there are a lot of areas his whole, in the realm
that I'm speaking of where a lot of cost savings could
happen, and I would say as a ti paying member of the public
that I would like to see you f( ks get as efficient as
possible and quickly as possib. . So, I'll leave it at
that. One of the things that I am noticing, and this is my
second time seeing this presentation, there's something
missing in this picture. I see a lot of pictures of things
that are going to happen. The only picture, if I'm not
mistaken, is the things that have happened, that are
happening are the pump and in the tank 101SY and I've had
the honor of seeing that in person. And it's rather
interesting and impressive. And I have seen the empty grout
vaults as work being accomplished. And I'm really really
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wrestling with this, especially as a member of the Hanford
Advisory Board, that I keep hearing all of these fancy
plans. I keep hearing the planning, and I keep hearing
about the characterization and I'm not a scientist and I'm
not an engineer and I don't understand the need for so much
time and so much studying. And I'm trying really hard to
understand that and accept it. But I just keep feeling like
we’ re not getting the bang for our buck that way. And I'm
real concerned. One of the things, this also is connected
to that, you said that Gerry Pauletta from Heart of America
mentioned that there was a regional consensus on the tank
waste task force and that you are hoping for a regional
consensus on this environmental restoration, and we started
wrestling with that at the Hi ord Advisory Board meeting
last week. What I see missin though is your talking with
all of us public who are choo .ng to spénd a lot of our time
doing this, and asking us for our values and principles, and
so I see us philosophizing ab 1t all of this but I am not
seeing actual work happening. And by work happening I'm
talking about cleanup, actual cleanup, actual protection of
worker, public, and environmental health and safety. And I
don’ t see any mechanism put : where the Hanford Advisory
Board or some other citizen group can have some oversight to
make sure that actual progress is happening. And I'm real
concerned. I don't want to spend the next few years of my
life talking hilosophy about Hanford. I really want to see
some progress. And when I ¢ 2 pictures of the office
buildings and the ??? facilit , and the evaporation
facility, and all of that. You know, I'm assuming that year
maybe we need these, although I always throw that maybe in
cause I am so used to being distrustful. Aand I know that
1 1 all o>rking tc 1 * ) get some real work done and to
get beyond that, but I'm going to remain a skeptic for a
' ile. But I don’t see the work happening. So tell me, if
you could show us pictures of actual work that’s been done,
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what would be up there besides he pump and the grout
vaults?

- Well there'd be a variety of t .ngs up there. I think in

defense of these two, they kind of left environmental
restoration to me and we didn’ t show any pictures of ER
activities because we weren't : ally focusing on them in

their parts of the presentatio = We do have a very large
vapor extraction system that’'s ‘orking now to remove carbon
??? from the soil in 200 west :a. They' ve recovered about
20,000 pounds of carbon tet. still have a lon ways to

go. The north slope is a real cleanup action.

How is it a cleanup action rigl now. What actually is
happening as we speak on the north slope?

On the north slope, my understanding of what’ s happening
today is we're investigating a wurial ground, actually we're
removing materials from the burial ground that are
contaminated, and we're out th e investigating and looking
for other hazards in that site. It’s very similar to eight
other landfills that we have either on the north slope or on
the ALE reserve, and that’'s acc @ cleanup activities that
are ongoing. There are other : tes where there have been
cleanup activities recently co 1leted. The sodium
dichromate burial ground area  ere there were crushed
barrels, about 5,000 of them were removed from an area in
the 100 areas. There was also a river land railed
decontamination station where * ey decontaminated rail cars
that carried nuclear fuel from he reactors to the 200 area.
That area has been cleaned up. There have been some cleanup
activities ongoing, and this summer and actually right now
we' re starting the five pump a1 treat activities for ground
water cleanup and treatment. i d so I think what you need
is another site tour that emphasizes these cleanup
activities rather than new con: ruction maybe.
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NV: But I also want to make a pc at. I happen to be one person
who will go out there and do this and make the time to do
it. But I think the public n ds some evidence of the work
going on too. That would give us a little more of a sense
of, you know, we' re not in science fiction land, we're in
actuality here. One of the q :stions I have about that in
terms of work that should be happening right now is work
with the tank because of still the possibility that is out
there that some are explosive, possibly explosive. Are
tanks being characterized rig now? Which tanks are being
characterized right now, all of them, some of them, can you
name them, how many?

NV: I believe there's a schedule 1 the Tri-party Agreement for
the characterization activities.

NV: But what’'s happening right nc . I don't want what’s in the
agreement, I want to know what' s happening as we speak.

NV: They' re being characterized. We take four samples from
eachtank and they’ re characterized. And I think I mentioned
50 characterization reports.

NV: OK there have been 50 charact rization reports. Fifty
samples or 50 tanks?

NV: Who could help me with this? David?

NV: It’'s probably going to be 50 samples, Page.

NV: oOut of how n 1y tanks?

NV: I can't speak to the number ¢ 50 samples, 50 tanks. There

are 177 tanks. Approximately a month ago we finished
returning our tank core sampl 19 system back into
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operations. We've sampled two anks with that truck. And
it's a truck with a core sampling system on the back of it.
Since then, one of those was ti k Cl111, I'm not sure what
the other tank was. We're also working to get a second

sa 1ling truck system into operation, what we call a rotary
core truck. It will actually rotate and drill into the tank
waste. The one that’'s operating right now is just a push
mode. It pushes straight down, it doesn’'t rotate. The
rotary truck is scheduled, right now we' re expecting about
the first of June it will be ready to sample it's first
tank, and we’ re planing to samj} e tank 106C first.

Now did I understand you corre: ly to say that you have
sampled two tanks with this tr k that’s operating?

Yes.

So we have 50 samples from two tanks.

No. Page, each one of those reports covers the data
available including recent samy ing from a tank. So the 50
reports would be to cover 50 waste tanks at Hanford out of
the total of 179, or 1897?

It’'s 177.

She's right Steve. Trust her on this one.

It’s 177, I have it memorized. 177 tanks and 68 ?2??, 69

possible leakers.
149 single shell, 28 double sh¢ 1, 177.

That’s right, so 50 have been sampled? That's a fact?
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That' s right. Page, our sense over the last years that the
tank waste characterization program has been accelerated
substantially over what it was in the past years. If you’re
interested in getting detaile information just from the
Department of Ecology’'s stanc int, you ought to call Megan
Lerchan. She'é on our Lacy staff. I can get you her phone
number. I know that the rate of sampling of the tanks has
been going up. We still have a long ways to go. There’s
going to be characterization ! both the double and single
shell tanks for quite a number of years, but it’'s getting a
much faster pace.

Well, I will be glad to pursue this information, but I'm
also saying that this is information that I think the public
needs to have. You got your rgest turnout in Portland two
years ago when Paul Coverstei had the articles in the
Oregonian on the possibility of the tanks exploding. And
that is a huge concern down h re. So I do want this
information, but I also want to make the point that this is
the kind of information that makes cleanup more real instead
of this fantasy. . That's it for now. I'll make the rest of
my comments at the end. Thank you}

Steve, I'd like to ask you another follow-up question on K
basin and then get back to 'y. You've talked about one
of the issues in K basin in t : case of the expected
standard, or whatever you call...

The design basis earthquake?

How do you design the bases for an earthquake is another
story b - I'11 1" 1t. 7 ere really are two issues.
One is loss of coolant. The other one is reconfiguration
and criticality. And the co} er dam is not going to help
you if all of the canisters get dropped around and all go
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down to the bottom of the basi even if the coolant remains

there. What are you doing about that?

OK, we do have someone here from the spent fuel program.
Mr. Holfer.

Yeah, I'm Dick Holfer from the spent fuel program. I guess
to clarify this for you. All of our fuel is currently
stacked in single layer on the or of the facility. It’s
held in place, or it’s separat:« y a grading array that is
considered class one safety equipment, and it extends across
the entire basin. And the design is such that it' s designed
to keep the canisters in a vertical position and separate it
in the case of a seismic event. Now when that was put in,
the seismic that they’ re using oday was not the same. So I
haven' t read the report as far as the racks themselves go.
I'm not sure what that impact ¢ that kind of a seismic
situation is, but the design is such that it is designed to
maintain separation and to keep the canisters in a vertical
position.

The spent fuel working group r« ort was concerned about
criticality due to reconfiguration as well as criticality
due to loss of cooling water.

Yeah, most of the configuration that I'm familiar with
involved the train accident scenario associated with
shipping.

This is the K basins, they’ re specifically dealing with K
basins.

No, I understand. And that’ s where the reconfiguration was
of the train accident, because of the way that the tracks
come in. If in fact you lost col rol of the car and it went
in and piled up fuel, you'd have to add that as a
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consideration. But I haven’' t seen .anything specific to
seismic and reconfigquration.

The other issue from my perspective and it's the other side
of the coin of the cost and management efficiency

i itiative, and that is a thing that was distributed at one
of the Hanford Advisory Board meetings from the Rocky
Mountain news quoting a debr 2fing or exit interview of a
former DOE official who was involved in negotiating the
federal facility compliance act. And he said quite
straightforwardly that the government at the time that they
were negotiating these agreements knew that their money to
actually meet the milestones 14 do the work was not there.
And four or five years later, I;m worrying that refocusing
on environmental restoration ; a code word for giving the
DOE another weasel way out of what they' ve committed to do.
And I think that I really wor y about that.

Do you want to comment?

Yeah, I guess I'm not as concerned about that as you are,

ick. We haven't stopped any work as a result of ER
refocusing. We're proceeding with the work we were doing
before, and we’ ve added the :w tasks that we added last
summer during the tank waste negotiations. Yeah, there
probably are some long-term !} dget concerns, but right now I
think we'’ re actually doing more, so I'm not...

I'm not questioning today. I think the issue really has to

do with the out years and meeting the completion dates. One
of the key completion dates 1 at Oregon was fighting about
was ) in the closure of the K basins by the year 2002.
It's still a target milestone, and OK they’' re throwing more
money at that, but in terms of closing the tanks by the year
2018, the single shell tank farms, and the other thing. I
look on this as you guys know from where we are to where
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this site as a good candidate place to do that actual
construction and to do additic testing, not only testing of
our ability to put the barrier in place, but then subsequent
to that we would do actual test of irrigating over the
barrier. We installed some sy: ems to capture the water
that would run off, and to actually do some tests of the
barrier’' s integrity over the next few years. We still
believe this is a viable option for these set of'sites, but
it’' s dependent on how well we can construct this barrier and

how it does in the testing pro« ss.

Based on the comments that you eceived on the 200 BP1 unit,
do you believe that the public involvement process was
adequate?

It was actually to do treatability tests anywhere else under
???, you commonly don't even s« d them out to public
comment. We felt we'd kind of »ne above and beyond the
call of duty to send these tes: out for reviewing and
comment. I don’t know the extent to which we received
public comment though, Durke. I will have to go back and
look at that.

Well my concern is that this was one of the first, if you
would remediations being done ¢ the site that actually
consists of leaving the material in place and putting a
barrier that will be most difficult if not nearly impossible
to remove whose life is only in t : 100s of years. I would
thi : this would be one that wi 1ld be most important to go
out to public comment and public put on as well as to the
natural resource trustees. And in going back through I had
not found that we received the ocuments that you talk
about, but we may have. It obv ously didn’t come to light,
we didn’ t recognize it for what it was. And basically in
the letter the Yakima Indian Reservation wrote, it's quite
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apparent that they were very surprised. And that concerns
me quite greatly.

Again, as far as I know, there were ample notices as far as
people’ s ability to respond. The final decision to leave
that waste in place has not been made. That will only be
made after a roposed plan for the cleanup alternative for
the entire operable unit, and then it is sent out to public
comment. That is scheduled £ : this summer so I will give
you warning now I don’t have the exact date, but the
proposed plan for his operable unit will likely be out for
public comment this summer.

As I mentioned earlier, there was a projection that we get
some of you into small groups and encourage ydu to talk with
each other and some of the experts who are here, the agency
people. It's getting late, and I don’t want to try to form
up small groups and find out that everybody goes home
instead. So, how many of you who are here would like to
circle up in groups of 10-12 and spend aiybe 15-20 minutes
talking with representatives rom the agency about your
particular questions or concerns. Can I see a raise of
hands? Not a whole lot of interest in small group
discussions. OK. So what we'll do is take any final formal
comments. Oh, the question was raise earlier, when does the
formal record start. This er ire proceeding is being taped
and there will be a transcriy available to anyone who comes
up and says they want it. We don’t send it automatically,
because it’s very lengthy and then people complain that

we' re sending too much paper 1at they didn’'t ask for. So

i you want the -1 “>tion you need to let me or
one of the people at the table know that. There’'s also a
summary being created that will be available much quicker
than the entire transcripts and so it takes a while to do.
If you would like the summary, you should also let me or the
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people at the table know that you'd like that summary of
this meeting. If there’ s anyone who came to make comments
and wants to put them on the record, now would be the time.
And I'd ask you just to come to the mike, identify yourself,
and make your comments.

My name is Bill Ward. I attended this session because I
happen to live along the Columbia River and am interested in
what' s being done to cleanup the Hanford situation. I also
happen to be a consulting engineer, and I just happened to
overhear a comment made that sometime in the future you were
going to be considering using critical path methods to help
schedule and organize this sort of activity. As I was
sitting at the table, I had a chance to browse through the
TPA, and something that I noticed was that there didn't seem
to be any real discipline to t! milestones as far as what
had to go first, what had to go second, what had to go
third. I was going to suggest hat maybe something like
critical path methods might be applicable. It might help to
put this whole program in sort f a framework that will
allow people to kind of see their way through what the
logical progression is. The comment, did I understand
correctly that you are not yet using critical path methods?

We use the critical path methods, or schedules, for
individual projects. For the various programs, they don’t
necessarily lend themselves to critical path spending. We
are, however, looking at every! ing and all our program from
a systems engineering standpoil to make sure all the pieces
fit together in ??? Where critical path methodology is
appropriate, we would then apply it.

One thing, let’s see a hand go p if you want any more
description of critical paths and systems engineering. No?
Keep going then.
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Well I may have surmised, but that kind of ducks the issue.
The issue is that unless you’' ve got the whole series of
activities under some sort of master schedule or master
program, you' re showing a real cavalier attitude toward cost
consciousness and schedule consciousness. I would encourage
you to put that sort of an in :rument together so that the
public and anybody else ci see what your logical
progreésion is. And the i )jortant thing is that whether you
made 300 milestones and misse five is an important
statistic, but what's really important is were those five
that you missed critical acti .ty that are going to hold up

" a number of things down the line that are going to prevent

remediation from happening. So that's what I would

encourage.

I'm Lynn Porter from Hanford 1tch. What I would like to
see, the next time you folk report to us, at the least the
largest part of your report structured around the milestones
in terms of what ones have been met, what one’'s have not,
and why, and what the consequences of that will be. And I'd
like to follow up on Steve's report. He said that 5-6
milestones were missed in i, 1f I got that correctly,
could you tell us which mi j;tones they were and why they
??? remissed and what the consequences will be.

I think it’s been since the Tri-party Agreement was signed
in 1989, and I know that we missed the

Excuse me, that’'s 5-6 since ‘89 not since the new agreement
was signed?

That’ s correct. We missed construction of the low-level
waste laboratory which was subject to dispute. That was the
M | milestone.
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Excuse me, but since the thing has been renegotiated, maytk
it would be more helpful if we could just talk about what
milestones, if any, have been missed since the new agreement
was signed. I believe it was in January.

Since the new agreement has bee signed, I don't think we’ve

missed any.

OK, thank you. And I'd like to ask one more question about
the budget and so forth. Casey Ro told us that
Westinghouse is basically getting id for putting in its
time, not for producing results. That it's compensation,
it' s not results based. 1Is anyth ' going to be done to
change that so that they get paid only if they produce, and
they don’' t get paid if they don' t produce?

They get paid under what's cal. d an award fee contract.

And in that contract it leaves out the expectations for that
performance. And included in ' at award fee are things 1. e
meeting TPA milestones, safety assurance, and things like
that. That’s what they get pai for.

Yeah, but that's a bonus, right? He said that they' re on a
cost plus system which means t] y get paid, as long as they
put in their time, they get paid their basic money no matter
what and the only question is, are they going to get that
final plus which I think he says last year for the first
time they didn’t get it. But * :y still got all the other
money, and I sense these people are basically getting very
well paid just for being there.

And every so often that contract comes up for recompetition,
and if they haven' t been meeti. the expectations, then
there is a possibility that we would recompete that
contract.
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that the documents and the paperwork that led up to that
meeting were not available until that meeting.

My names is Ross Tewkesbury and I' ve got severa comments I
would like to make and a couple of questions. The first one
is, something several people have been reiterating tonight,
is about the notice of the meetings. And I think they ought
to be not only in the Qregonian, but in the Wil amette Week,
and on radio stations such as ° e public radio and KBOO.

And I a so feel that you’ ve... in the past I’ ve requested
that you have all of the meeti: s in Portland. And I would
like to reiterate that because ou have had some of the
meetings, but there’'s a lot of issues that are important to
me that you know are only in Seattle and Richland and that's
it. And the second point that I'd like to make is on the |
issue of, in general, whistle 1} ers. I think that you
ought to stop persecuting them nd creating a climate of
repression and stifling any dissent or difference of
opinion. This really serves to intimidate the employees,
and it needs changes in the management culture, the question
of abusive power. And I keep ' i :ing that you’ re making
progress in that area, but then I keep hearing about more
examples, and the only time that you will get to the right
point on that is when someone who is a whistle blower and
has a difference of opinion will be able to do that and will
have nothing whatsoever happen to him except maybe action
taken on his concerns. You're not going to have him
transferred somewhere else or try to look for another job,
or have him look out for people harassing him or her. Now,
another thing, a few weeks ago I went to a meeting that was
mostly held by the Department of the Navy about sending the
reactors from submarine and cri sers down to Hanford, and I
really objected to the way, if any of you have any type of
influence or can prevail upon the Navy in any future
meetings, that they would be more like this one we' re having
here tonight where you can have exchange of questions and
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ideas. Because in that meeting all you had was a 10 minutes
presentation, and then you could make comments. You
couldn’ t ask any questions at all except for in writing.

And I feel that was really a bad way to handle a meeting.
And one question I did have was, I don’t know if any of you
know the answer, but how does this thing with the Department
of Navy fit into the Tri-party Agreement, because they' re a
separate department but it’'s still a major thing that’s
happening here at Hanford.

It's not at all a part of the Tri-party Agreement. That’'s a
totally separate program and issue.

Well that seems to be a flaw in there because if you can
have these other agencies that are doing things, you know
that are all happening simult eously but are outside, then
that really is not a good way to manage the thing as a
whole.
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TAPE TWO - SIDE B

RS:

One issue that up to this point I've felt I've been really
unable to comment on or influe; e is the question of the
cleaning up of 1e north slope area and the other so-called
more lowly contaminated sites. These areas have been
exposed to 50 years of various orms of exposure, to
radiation and toxic chemicals contamination, and from what
I hear, the impression that I get is that basically you’ re
saying that it can be easily cleaned up and transferred to
other uses as farming. And I just think that whole attitude
in movement is just completely insane, because nobody really
knows what is out there because no one has really looked at
it systematically and comprehensively. And I know you' 1l
say that you’ ve been doing that or will continue to do
that, but I think that you seem to be mostly concentrating
on large stuff that may be there and getting rid of that and
then saying, Oh, it's OK now. It seems you' re making a lot
of assumptions based on minimal evidence, to me. And you
also seem to be responding to local sources or people that
want to use this area right away immediately, and this is
really I feel looking at a short-term goal when the long-
term consequences should be the highest priority. Because
this has been the problem over and over at Hanford is
looking at things, what’s our short-term thing that we need
to do, whether it's security or producing bombs or ignoring
radiation. Otherwise it’'s real kind of a public relations
scheme to show there’s somethin that’'s been done real fast,
and it’'s easy to do. One question I have on your under the
page of radiation area remediz actions, it says application
of herbicide on a yearly basis to control deep rooted
vegetation to reduce spread of rface contamination. But
my question was, what area or areas is that involved with,
or where do you do that, or where do you not do it, or that
type of thing?
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things. And the main goal sho 31 be the complete
containment and cleanup of all the radiation and toxic waste
whether it’s in liquid and water, air, gas, or land and
solid, and just keeping it frc escaping. Because that
should be the underlying thing under everything, and a lot
of times it just seems like you’' re dumping more stuff in the
trenches and dumping stuff over here, and it just really
contradicts that, if you had that as your main, number one
goal, it contradicts that basically. Because on one hand
you' re doing something over here, wut on the other hand

you' re spreading it over here. And I just think that you
need to really keep focused on that as the main goal. And
that’ s it.

If I may, one last comment. There's been a lot of talk
about milestones, and for people : . the audience who don’t
know about milestones, there a. = milestones, there-are
interim milestones, and both of those are subject, have
important meaning. And then there are target milestones.
And I'd like to talk about the onsequences of one missed
milestone. This was a milesto : which was the subject of
the first of the amendments to the Tri-party Agreement in
about 1989 or 1990. And it co erned the liquid effluent
treatment facilities which we've . w seen are finally built.
There had actually been $10 milli = appropriated for
building these in the original fu .ing for the agreement.
And a year later we found out 1 at this $10 million had bee
reprogrammed without any public input or involvement, and
therefore was impossible because ;| money remained to start
the work on the liquid effluent treatment facilities. As a
result, those milestones were : t back from I think it was
June of 1991 to June of 1995 for the phase one, and then
1998 for ceasing, for fully treating all streams going to
ground. Roger, do you know how many hundreds of millions of
gallons of effluent were put into the ground rather than
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got these milestones, and then f we’'ve got a final goal and
we could measure something off. Another way is if we had
critical path activities, which has already been mentioned,
and I haven't seen much of that. Another comment, there’s
been about 50 people here tonis t, and looking at the one’s
that have some kind of official badges on, I'd make a guess
that maybe half of the group are fri the agencies. Now
maybe it will come out in the press tomorrow that we had a
large turnout here and the pub. c was well represented. I
see that hard to believe. I first attended a Hanford
meeting, I believe it was in 1988. I'm not sure about that.
But it was up in White Salmon and it was the same o0ld story.
The press didn’t get it out and I saw it the next day after
the meeting was here and I went up to White Salmon. My
point is, that after four years, I'm exasperated with this
whole project and I think that if the public really knew,
other than a handful of people hat’'s going on and the
billions of dollars that are b« 1g spent, I think there’'d be
an outcry like we've never hea. @ fore. I ask tonight of
Jim Peterson, how many billions have been spent on Hanford
since 1943. Can anyone tell me that? I think it would be
astronomical. Maybe it's trillions, who knows? Can anyone
give me the answer there?

Not I.

And if not. Who's minding the store? Maybe our budgets are
never-ending, but for the taxpayers they’' re ending. So I
hope that we can get a satisfactory answer. Jim's got my
address, and I hope that we get back here sooner than six

nths on how many billion or trillion we’ ve spent up there.
Let’ s get this thing out so the people know, and then let’'s
move on.

My name’ s Dean Morrison. I'm from Hanford Watch. I just
have a couple of questions and comments. What now is the
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OK, the budget next year will be about 1.8, 2 billion
dollars approximately?

About $1.6 billion.

And so far they’ ve spent about $7 billion in four or five
years, approximately? Six, seven, eight?

That’ s probably a'ballpark.

I mean if we’' re spending $2 billion a year and it’'s going to
take 50 years, that’'s just a ballpark, it’'s going to take
$100 billion. But I've heard figures that are much much
larger than $100 billion. I'm just wondering, when are we
going to start spending some r« 1 money for one thing. If
it’ s going to take $500 billion in 50 years, that’s an
average of $10 billion a year. I know we have to start
saving, but we also have to start spending some real money.
But, anyway. My second Question is, how mahy employees are
at Hanford, employed by Westinc ouse, DOE, just a ballpark,
and the other, Ecology and EPA.

I think DOE and its contractors are right around 18,000.
The state has upwards of about 50 folks over there.

The state has 507

And we have seven. A good stri g seven, though.

Seven?

Yeah.

You’ re represented well at this meeting.
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Thank you.

How many scientist and engineer are employed of that 18,0007
I don’'t know.

Is it 1,000, 5,000, 10,0007

I really couldn’'t tell you.

Within 2,000 can you tell me?

No I can't.

How many managers then?

Another good question that can’ t answer. I can get you
those.

I can go through all this { : our agency.

You know their addresses and phone numbers. OK. Another
question.

Well I just don’'t under: and. This is a huge project.
Technically this is just so beyond anything that'’s every
been done in the world, and I don’t understand how
scientists and engineers are not the most important people
involved in this--research and development. That should be
at the forefront, I thii , of this entire project. I just
had another question about y¢ r budget allocation and

( vironmental management program sheet. You have it broken
into environmental restoration budget and waste management
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budget. And I don’t understand the difference. In your
waste management pie you have construction underway, 22% of
your budget, then ongoing operations, 64%. What's the
difference between those two? ‘

Of ongoing operations and construction?
Underﬁay, yes.

OK. Ongoing operations would the operations of the
facilities that are already th: e and the current management
of the radioactive and hazardous wastes through the various
facilities. Ongoing constructi | would be activities like
the waste receiving and processing facility, like at, I
guess, Savannah River. Maybe the defense waste processing
facility would be one of those hat would be constructed but
not yet operating. So it would be the actual construction
of new capitol facilities for ° @ waste management program.

So there's no buildings that have been constructed that are
operating?

Yes, all the operations portion of that budget would be the
operations of all the facilities that have been constructed.

Oh, OK. Also, what is Uranium enrichment, 4.5%--$90 million
of the budget.

I'm not familiar with the Uran m enrichment program. Jim
or Karen? I don’'t think we ha any of that at Hanford, I
think that would be at other s es.

It’s a weapons program? It’s . the environmental

management program?
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Mike Thompson will address that.

We are bringing in outside experts. As a matter of fact we
had Dr. John Cherry from Canada. He wrote the textbook I
had in hydrogeology in college.

Me too.

He came to our site just this last week to talk to us about
some remediation technologies fc¢ ?2?? 90 that we’ re looking
at. I'm also in some discussi s with the atomic energy
commission of Canada concerning so : ??? 90 options that are
there. Bechtel, when they come on board, they have the
capability of using some of the premier remedial contractors
and consultants in the country, CH2M Hill, IT Companies and
stuff like that.

Why isn’ t CH2M Hill, I mean why aren't they the major
player. I mean why aren’'t they in charge?

They are a major player. Bechtel is the overall contractor,
but they have preselected two companieé to assist then,
actually three companies and those are two out of the three.
CH2M Hill and who else?

IT Company.

OK so they will be in charge of the ground water
remediation?

They will have experts in the field at Hanford working for
us under the umbrella of Bechtel.

Can I respond to one of your earl 2r comments about the
percentage of the various programs at Hanford. I do have
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In 1994, this year, for non-EM, non-cleanup activities, we
have $360 million. And I've got a breakout here. I'll just
give you this. This is an extra ¢ : that shows the sources,
which programs these are for.

Yes. If I give you this sheet he it has them both
together, it gives you a total. * at’s correct.

OK. I just have one other com nt. I want to reiterate

~what other people have said about having notice for this

meeting. I think we didn’'t ha enough notice, and I agree
with having to advertise in other mediums besides Oregonian,
and the notice wasn’'t enough, I believe, the time reference.
And @ so,mgging given these sheets. The day, the hour that
we arrive here to be given this i | the expect us to ask
intelligent questions I think . n't very fair. I liken it
to someone going to school for a full year and not being
graded for anything, and then - e student gives the teacher
their 50 page report at 4:00 and the teacher has to give
them a grade at 5 p.m. And re irdless, the student’s going
to pass and go on to the next rade, which I think is
basically is what’s going to hi pen. But thank you anyway

for being here in Portland.

Durke Deming, Oregon Department of Energy. Actually there
was an interesting question on the Uranium enrichment that I
hadn’ t seen before. I' m just « 1g a thumbnail calculation
in my head that 4.5% of the $6 bil ion EM budget amounts to
something like $285 million for { scal year ‘95. That's
particularly interesting in that I just attended a
conference last week in Washington D.C. with the .S.
Department of Energy on how to get rid of the weapons great
plutonium. And some of the ki s of number they were 2?7
around were that we have or wo .d have shortly, something in
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files on it. Likewise, EPA has four or five others that

we' ve begun to tie in to as has some of the other agencies.
It would seem to make sense that as quickly as possible, it
would be a good idea to start getting these things available
through the internet and off of things like the anonymous
FTP sites, so that people can get documents in a much
quicker fashion. Particularly »>r Washington state as well
as the state of Oregon, it would be helpful if we could get
the documents in that format, we can redistribute in
printing them. And it becomes a little bit easier to get
documents out, and a little faster format. Also for review
it becomes a little bit easier, we end up wasting a few less
trees and end up doing things ¢ that nature. A different
subject yet. One of the items 1at has just gone through an
open public comment period is t it end springs. One of the
items that obviously we had qu :ions on is why there was
not an emphasis being put on trying to actually remediate or
remove the source of the end springs, to go in and remove
the covers off those springs, «+ off the trenches rather,
and to start to take the radioactive materia s out of those
trenches. The emphasis there being two-fold. One, to
remove the material so that it is less subject to being
washed into the end springs and into the Columbia River.

And the other perhaps more imp tant one, is to use it as a
first site, to do work using all kinds of electrdnica and
mechanical equipment in high ri iation fields to develop the
techniques and the equipment i preparation for retrieving
the waste out of the tank farms. With one of the surface
cribs it would seem to be much easier to have access to it,
so that when thi s go wrong, which they will, that you
could recover the equipment to find out what happened,'why
it broke or failed, and learn from that rather than going in
and investing a lot of money in equipment that's going to go
into the tanks and have potentially similar kinds of
problems.
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Just a couple of the activities of the principle elements of
activities out at the end springs, I don’t know what the
timing’ s going to be of the actual cleanup of those crib
sites, the actual sources of the end springs, but those
activities, or those closures basically, are starting to be
scheduled now. There's also debate on in the interim,
before the actual closure whe her or not there should be
abatement measures to knock down the skyshine from the ?2??
contamination in the soils. And then there’s also, of
course and I know you’' re familiar with this, debate on
different methodologies to actually get at the springs
themselves in the ??? and in 10se waste ?7?7?

In particular, one of the things that concerns me. When
NASA first started doing the space program, and then into
some of the early years, a lot of the equipment they put in
orbit had failures. They had all kinds of problems. One of
the things that they learned and something that people don’'t
realize very much is that when you go into space the
radiation fields are fairly h 3jh, particularly going through
the ??? belts, but even more so whenever there’s a solar
flare on the sun it sends out massive ¢ )junts of radiation.
And what NASA learned from that is a lot things about what
that radiation does to electronic equipment. And in the
early years they lost a lot ¢ electronic equipment to
radiation damage, and so they learned a lot of techniques on
how to harden equipment for radiation exposure and what
kinds of things you just plain couldn’'t use, and then what
you had to do in order to made it work successfully. And I
think a lot of that information could be used and brought
forward into the cleanups here in the Savannah River and
elsewhere. Particularly I think there's a lot of what we' re
going to be doing that just hasn’t been tried before. 1It's
all new stuff. There’'s things about how do you build
robotic arms and such so that (a) they work over a long
period of time without needing a lot of maintenance, (b)
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that they don’'t get so overly contaminated that people can' t
get near them to maintain them, and (c) that you can

actually keep them running and keep them up. An I think
with some of the surface cribs and some of the ear y work on
there, you could learn an awful lot. And I think emphasis
would be well spent in doing that sort of thing.

I think the problem we face with remediating that particular
source right now is actually twofold. One, there’s

‘significant worker exposure issue with going out and doing

it now. You're going to expose the workers to a lot of hi 1
levels of radioactivity. Some of that radioactivity because
its from Covalt 60 will die off a lot faster than he main
contaminant we' re concerned about there which is ?2?? 90. So
to actually go out and remove the source, we' re hoping to
kind of do it as the Covalt 60 dies down. The ¢ :ond part
of the problem is, once we remove the source, probably the
logical thing to do with those contaminated materials would
be to vitrify them into some kind of low-level waste. And
since we’ re not going to have a low-level waste _
vitrification plant around for some number of years, it
doesn’ t make sense to really remove this and store it again
in another form for years. So, the actions that we’ re now
addressing, yes they’ re a bandaid on a very big problem, but
they do achieve the overall goal of reducing the
contaminants entering the Coluw ia River.

I appreciate that and I want also to make emphasis on is
that the radiation exposure to the workers is extremely
important. I don’t want to undervalue that by any means.
But at the same time, the total exposure cumulative over the
entire cleanup is the most critical number, what the
exposure is between now and the year 2100, say. And what
I'm afraid may happen is that if we put too much emphasis «
doing all of that work sometime in the future and not
actually get out hands dirty and find out what it takes,






Portland, Oregon Meeting 5/10/94

few of the Hanford Watch members. We are missing some
people here tonight that usual! come to these meetings but
that are no longer coming because they are so frustrated and
have given up hope, basically, n a lot of ways. And that
saddens my heart. You know, I figured out with, oh,
-something that Lynn brought up a few minutes ago, that I'm
going to be...with the projected date of clean-up being
2050, that'd be two thousand f: Ly, I guess you’'d call it,
I'm going to be a hundred a : ur. And I hope I'm going to
be around to celebrate that so1 thing’ s happened and that my
grandchildren are going to have a healthy and hearty life
ahead of them. And you folks right now hold that
possibility in your hands, and hat’'s a heavy burden, you
know, not one to be taken lightly. And I know that you take
a lot of flak from us, and I think that that’s sort of
needed to spur things on. I also want to thank you folks
for the work that you are atte: ting to do, and I really
hope that you’ re sincerely listening to the advice you’ re
getting from the general public via the different boards and
via these meetings. And, I encourage you, we need to have
more than a once-a-year TPA meetings. This is ridiculous
that we get to meet you next year, a whole year from now and
get an update. I also am going to reiterate just for the
record, that we need our handouts, that you were given
tonight, and you got this comment in Seattle too. 1It’s a
very sincere comment. This is not an orchestrated effort on
the part of public interest gr ps. You need to get us our
documents early. Most of us are on your mailing lists, OK?
So that we do have a chance, as Dean was saying, to study
them ahead of time. And then w need longer public notices.
You know, extend them out a little it. We've had two we«
public notice here and it hasn’t been a real all out effort.
This is not your fault, but I'm going to say this for the
record hoping that somebody he rs. The Oregonian should be
here covering this, and they’ re not. They don’t give us
decent coverage here in this town of the things that are
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allowed to go into this landfill? How much? What’'s the
limit going to be? What kinds f barriers are you going to
put up in this landfill, underneath, above? What kind in
every instance and how long wi- the barriers last? So can
you kind of give us a quick ovi v 2w of ERTF or the
landfill.

I want to make one statement first. We will be back on the
environmental restoration disposal facility. We’re now in
the paperwork preparation proci s. And we expect to be back
in the Portland area discussing more details of the disposal
facility. Right now the location where it's planned is
between the 200 west area and * e 200 east area if you can
go back and review the handout. 1It's basically located
between those two areas. The main type of waste that it's
scheduled to receive is contaminated soils and contaminated
materials from the burial groun ; and the liquid discharge
sites in the 100 and the 300 a: as. So moving contaminated
materials from along the Columbia River into the central
portion of the site. As far as ??? wastes go, I don’'t
believe ??? wastes are subject o being disposed anywhere in
the United States except at WHIP. And so there won’t be any
?2?? wastes go to the environme; al restoration disposal '
facility, because they' re simply not eligible for it. As
far as wastes from other sites, this facility is being
constructed solely to service * e environmental restoration
program at Hanford. And our p mitting and ??? record of
decision strategy is to emphasize just that. 1It's for the
use of Hanford--Hanford past practice waste, not even waste
currently being generated today. It’s simply for wastes
related to the cleanup of Hanford. And I know I missed
about three of those questions.

OK, the barriers. Are you pla ing various barriers, are
you that far into the planning tage where we can talk about
the barriers.
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remind all of you that when we ¢ e dealing with the tank
waste issues this summer on the tank waste task force, that
we talked a great deal about critical path. And when I was
listening to that gentleman speak, I got the feeling that he
really knows about critical path, and that perhaps that
isn’ t a body of knowledge or way f operating that you folks
are really used to. Is that t: e, that you' re just now
exploring it for the first time?

No, we’'ve used critical path for uite some time, and as I
mentioned, especially on const. ¢ ion projects. The entire
tours program, though, is being in the major projects within
the tours program are being subject to the critical path
process. And what that’s going to do for us is any time a
milestone or an activity falls on a critical path, it
becomes an enforceable milesto :. If it falls off of the
critical path, then it becomes a target date. And then that
will be reviewed at least on a quarterly basis between the
three agencies to see how the tivities are going and
what’ s happening to the various ilestones and the emphasis
that needs to be put on those.

Is it possible to look at the ' .©cle Hanford cleanup on a
critical path? 1Is that something that is possible in the
imagination at least?

I think it’s only possible after a lot of cleanup decisions
have been made. Right now we have critical path schedules
for the investigation portion of the cleanup process. But
if you haven’' t made a decision ¢ how you’ re going to clean
it up, it's really hard to set a critical path schedule for
those activities until you’ve me : a decision. So I think
once we’ ve made a number of clea 1p decisions and have kind
of a cleanup strategy that’s we L founded and proven that
that could be done. But I think that there are aspects of
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different from changed milestones. And that seems to me
that the way that that's looked at, and don’ t know where
the fault lies necessarily. Perha ; it's a larger DOE
issue. But when you start messin up terminology like that,
you take the public back light years into the same old
distrust that’s still festering around. Aand it feels like
we are being given the story ag in. The same old let’s beat
around the bush story. So when we're talking about meeting
milestones out here in the pub. c in simple terminology that
I use even in the classroom, whe¢ Yyou miss something, you

' miss something. When you change so 'thing, that doesn’t
mean you' ve met it, it means you’ ve changed something and
you can’'t put it into the cate« ry of a completed milestone.
Complete and change don’' t mean he same thing in the
dictionary. So I'm asking you again to please be careful of
the words you use and the way ' u ay around with them
because therein is where you’' re either going to get the
public behind you or the public a ast you. And then my
final comment is that overall * is whole picture of the
whole Tri-party Agreement that e’ ve been given--the
cleanup, the environmental restoration, the environmental
management--I keep getting the nse that what we’ re having
is a real battle between what's go g to look good to
Congress so that we can keep getting more money, and what’s
going to really mitigate the p ic and environmental and
worker health safety issues out at .anford, and that’s what
the cleanup is all about. It is >t technology transfer.
That hopefully will be a secondary outcome way down there.
But the main goal, the main purpose of Hanford, and I see
this in a lot of your papers, they' re starting to get
blurred and mixed up and they' re changing places in the
ones, and twos, and threes. The mé n goal is to clean up
Hanford because it is a safety hazard. And that’'s an
understatement. We're talking about the possible
extermination of people and genetic gene pools, etc. etc.
years and years down the road. So safety is first and
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management plan that would ess¢ tially continue it as a
research and environmental area, essentially keep it as we

have in the past.
Without grazing?
That''s my understanding, yes.

You might want to make that as a cor 2 : rather than a
question if that’'s what you want.

Since it’s one of the last pier s of the Intermountain West
that has not been grazed, it should definitely not be grazed
in the future. 1It's the one place that researchers can go
to look and see what an intact shrub steppe ecosystem can
be. And it could be used for restoration of the rest of the
Intermountain West. It is a research site that should be
kept intact.

You’ re on Dick.

Well, I welcomed everybody here. For the bitter-enders I
welcome you to the bitter end. I ant to thank you all for
coming and for coming to Portland. And I hope that next
time you come, as other people .ave said, we can have a
better foundation. I personally think that the interchange
was open, and although there are still questions that need
to be answered, I think that it felt as though it was a
productive dialog. And I think we’ ve given you as much to
take home and think about as we have to take home and think
about ourselves. So thank you everybody for sticking with
this and you all too.
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