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Dear Mr. Wagoner, Ms. Riveland; and Mr. Emi son. 

I am proud to convey to' you the final report of the Hanford Tank Waste Task Force. The 
Task Force was convened by your three agencies in order to develop and help to integrate the 
values which a broad cross-section of stakeholders in the Hanford cleanup have on those 
issues in the Tri-Party Agreement which you are currently renegotiating. We understand the 
complex, and yet limited nature of the negotiations you have underway. We believe that this 
report provides direct input into those negotiations and we trust that you are able to produce 
an agreement which reflects these principles and values. 

The Task Force has diligently discharged its responsibilities , and I would like here to place 
our work in context for you and the negotiators . ·The Task .Force product consists of two 
major outputs: (1) principles which we believe ilfe germane to the overall Hanford cleanup, 
and (2) values which refer specifically to the implementation of the Tank Waste Remediation 
System (TWRS). The Task Force's efforts also continued the important effort of building a 
common information base among all participants, including the agencies, that can serve as a 
foundation for-future discussions. 

The report of the Task Force is worthy of significant consideration for three major reasons: 
• First, it displays important stakeholder views on the cleanup without selecting specific 

remedial actions or technical solutions. It recognizes you retain your collective 
responsibility to manage the cleanup. It offers, however, explicit guidance on what areas 
need attention and what objectives you should strive for in order for the cleanup to 
proceed successfully. 

• Second, the report conveys a strong Pacific Northwest perspective on the proper 
direction of the cleanup. While not speaking for the general public, the Task Force's 
representation is an excellent barometer of what the Pacific Northwest believes is 
necessary to conduct a successful cleanup. Of ultimate importance is the ability of the 
report, coupled with your responsiveness to it, to display to the Congress a Pacific 



Northwest-based conviction that the Hanford cleanup can succeed and is worthy of 
essential national support. 

• Third, the Task Force process continues the crucial imperative of building tribes, local 
government, and public input into key Hanford decisions and activities. Hanford is a 
past. present, and future resource of immense value. and its cleanup must be conducted 
with the support of many entities. For that to happen, the views of all vital interests 1'1nISt 
be integrated into your decision-making process. The Task Force is another strong step 
in that direction by all sides. 

For these compelling reasons. we believe that our product should endure beyond these 
negotiations and should give continuing guidance on Hanford cleanup. This Task Force, as 
well as the work of the Future Site Uses Working Group. has helped us all take the first solid 
steps toward a productive collaboration among federal. tribal and local governments, 
workers, and key constituencies on the pace and fate of the Hanford cleanup. It-is crucial 
that, as further steps are taken. future vi sions. principles and values necessary for subsequent 
decisions build upon our efforts, and not attempt to recreate them. We urge that you ensure 
that our work be used as the cornerstone we believe it is . and that it help shape your 
respective missions and be integrated into subsequent public involvement efforts you will 
undoubtedly initiate. 

In particular, we believe that many of our recommendations can be a significant reference 
point for the anticipated site-specific advisory board to orient its work, and to assist as it 
creates its appropriate agenda with you. 

The Task Force members appreciated the opportunity to assist you in these critical times. 
We received invaluable support from you and your staff and, in particular, the lead 
negotiators. We too~ our responsibility seriously and worked hard .. Now, having completed 
our charge, we expect the values and principles we have articulated to be reflected in any 
renegotiated Agreement. We look forward to hearing from you regarding the outcome of the 
negotiations and the utility of this repon. 

Sincerely, 

?.!!~~ 
Mark Drummond 
Chairman 

cc: Hazel O'Leary, Secretary, U.S . Department of Energy 
Mike Lowry, Governor of the State of Washington 
Carol Browner, Administrator. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Barl:iara Roberts, Governor of the State of Oregon 
Elwood Patawa, Chair of Board of Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation 
Sam Penney, Tribal Chair, Nez Perce Tribe 
Wilferd Yallup, Tribal Chair. Yakima Indian Nation 
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GUIDE TO THIS REPORT 

The Hanford Tank Waste Task Force was convened in May, 1993, by the US Department of 
Energy (USDOE), US Environmental Protec tion Agenc y (EPA), and the Washington State 
Department of Ecology (Ecology). The se three part ies were engaged in a six-month process 
of renegotiating key aspects of the Hanfo rd Federal Faci li ty Agreement and Consent Order, 
com!nonly known as the Tri-Party Agreeme nt. 

The Task Force was charged with providin g the ne gotiators with values relative to the Tank 
Waste Remediation Sys tem and with principles fo r the overall Tri-Party Agreement package. 
The group's work was completed by the end of September to coincide with the conclusion of 
the negotiations. 

The Tank Waste Task Force , which met four times from May through September, 1993, 
consisted of representatives of tribal. state , and local governments, business, economic 
development, agriculture , env ironmenta l grcrnps. interest groups focused on Hanford, labor, 
and public health . Thi s report presents the results of the Task Force's five months of work. 

TI1is Report is organized as fo llo ws : 

• TI1e Preamble describes briefl y the Task Force's overall goals for the approach, pace, and 
outcome of Hanford's cleanup. 

• Chapter 1 presents the principles the Tas k Force a11iculated for the overall Tri-Party 
Agreement package. 

• Chapter 2 presents Task Force va lues rel ati ve to the Tank Waste Remediation System. 
(Ti1e process by which the Tas k Force devel oped values is presented in Appendix F. The 
reader is strongly encouraged to consult the "Problem Statements" in this Appendix 
because Task Force members believe they are crucial for grounding the group's values in 
current realities at Hanford .) 

• Chapter 3 describes in detail the purpose of the Task Force and the process it used to 
develop values and principles. 

• A Glossary defines tenns used in the Re po11. 

• The Appendi x contains the : 
Charter 
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GUIDE TO REPORT 

Groundrules that guided the Task Force process 
Letter of commitment from the Governor of the State of Washington 
A list of presenters and topics presented to the Task Force to develop a common base 
of information 
Summary statements of the Task Force's four meetings 
Process. by which the values were developed. including key themes from small 
groups, "problem statements" relative to tank wastes. individual perspectives on 
problems and values, and individual worksheets. 

Page 2 

. I 



9 I. 3 ) 

PREAMBLE 

The need for cleanup and restoration of the Hanford Reservation is compelling and urgent. 
It is time to accelerate cleanup activities. It is time to protect the environment and the health 
and safety of the affected communities and the workers at the site. It is time to create a 
"learning culture" which empowers those with a stake in successful cleanup at Hanford, 
including workers , to constantly evolve new . applicable , and efficient management policies 
and technologies that lead to even more environmentall y sound cleanup. It is time to "get on 
with it." 

The Final Report of the Hanford Future S ite Uses Working Group. "The Future For Hanford: 
Uses and Cleanup," provides essential gu idan ce in uses of this land and of the Columbia 
River and provides imponant princ iples for gu iding the cleanup. That Report and the work 
of this Task Force share a vision of a clean . access ible . and healthy. Hanford environment 
that fosters economic prospe1ity and community di versity . This vi sion respects the treaty 
rights of the affected American Indian tribes , including the Nez Perce, the Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation . and the Yakima Indian Nation and other 
Northwest Indian tribes . It is widely shared by residents of the Pacific Northwest. 

Getting on with it means that we make use of available technology and resources now, and 
that we do so without precluding future applicat io n of emergent technology. We must do 
well all that we know now how to do , and we must persi st in seeking answers for the 
questions that remain . That which is kn ow n must be applied lest it be wasted . That which is 
unknown must be acknowledged so that our research :.md development energies might be 
clearly focused and wisel y applied. 

For the past fifty years the mi ssion of Ha nford was production of nuclear materials; the full 
impact to human health and the enviro nment remains in question. For the foreseeable future, 
Hanford's mission will be cleanup and resto ration of the land. protection of the Columbia 
River it borders, and protection of comm unities affected by Hanford . It will be a demanding 
journey. Our own well-being and that of future generations demand that we embark on this 
journey immediately. 

It is with shared vision and unyielding commitment that we offer our principles and values to 
the negotiators of the Tri-Pany Agreement. 
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CHAPTERl 
Principles for the Tri-Party Agreement Package 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter sets forth the principles that the Hanford Tank Waste Task Force developed to 
help guide the Tri-Party Agreement negotiations . Principles in this case are defined as 
values that should be applied to the overall agreement being negotiated, not just the Tank 
Waste Remediation System. T)1ese principl~s were developed in small group and plenary 
sessions and were approved by consensus of the Task Force at its final meeting on 
September 9. 

The principles have been organized into the following four categories : 
I. The Tri-Pa11y Agreement as a Whole 
II. The Agreement as a Management Vision and Tool 
III . The Agreement and its Effect on the Environment 
IV. The Timing of Actions in the Agreement 

I. THE TRl~PARTY AGREEMENT AS A WHOLE 

The Tri-Pany Agreement is in need of strengthening and improvement. The negotiations 
should identify and remedy those areas that need this strengthening and improvement. The 
resulting agreement should be enforceable. it should be legally binding, ar\d it should contain 
mileston~s or other measures of acco untabilit y that are achievable and enforceable. 

The U.S. Depa1:tment of Energy should comply with all environmental laws. The Tri-Party 
Agreement should not be a shield against enforcement of other laws. 

The Tri-Party Agreement should acknowledge and preserve existing treaty rights. 

The Tri-Pany Agreement, and the actions of the three -parties, should increase meaningful 
public and tribal involvement in all key Tri-Pany Agreement decisions with the public and 
tribes as a partner in the goals, scope. pace. and oversight of the cleanup. The process of 
invqlving a Site-Specific Advisory Board in ongoing oversight of the Agreement and of 
improving public involvement is essential to achievement of successful and satisfactory 
cleanup. The Tri-Party Agreement should explicitly incorporate a positive role and timelines 
for the establishment of a Site-Specific Advisory Board and should express support for its 
involvement in key decisions and oversight of timelines of the Agreement. 

TI1e Task Force expects that the renegotiated Tri-Pany Agreement will be implemented. It is 

Page 5 
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CHAPTER I Principles 

an obligation of USDOE, and an obligation of the State of Washington and EPA to assist 
USDOE, to secure the necessary funds to achieve cleanup and priorities as renegotiated in 
the Tri-Party Agreement. Funds not expended because of the delay of some Tri-Party 
Agreement milestones during these negotiations should be used for the cleanup and not lost 
due to the delay caused by the negotiations. 

Tri-Party Agreement milestones should be considered an obligation of the federal 
government. USDOE is bound to seek funding from Congress to meet the milestones. 
Milestones should provide methods of assessing performance that are meaningful, 
measurable, and understandable. 

II. THE AGREEMENT AS A MANAGEMENT VISION AND TOOL 

The Tri-Party Agree1nent should accele rate the process of continuous improvement in the 
management and operation of the Hanford site . It is imperative that specific means and 
measures be developed that advance the change s needed to achieve effective cleanup of 
Hanford. In particular, two things stand out: 
• The Hanford workforce should be full y infornied of hazards and should have the freedom 

to speak without fear of retribution on safety and environmental concems. ResponsLve 
mechanisms to make this possible should be created . 

• The Hanford workforce should be empowered ·w. participate in and contribute to the 
improvement of the cleanup'., efficiency and accountability. 

The future Site-Specific Advisory Board should be asked to give these issues attention. 

The Agreement should incorporate the necess ity of adequate training of the Hanford work 
• force, including subcontractors, so that cleanup can be accomplished safely, on time, and 

within budget. This training should include emergency response measures as well. 

Emergency management that inv olves local communities. the tribes. and the states should be 
done in partnership. 

The Agreement should promote a sense of partnership and cooperation and should encourage 
imagination to solve problems that arise because of regulatory complexity, jurisdictional 
problems, or technical difficulties and other barriers to progress. 

The Agreement should establish a way to demonstrate accountability to the public for the 
expenditure of funds during the cleanup. This includes planning. year-to-year budgets, and 
actual expenditure of funds for specific projects or activities. 

The Agreement should drive the use of the most practicable, timely. available technology, 
while leaving room for future inno~ation. The Agreement should establish a folio of 
technological options and cause strategic investment over time to support a limited number 
of promising options. The Agreement should not promote further research on unlikely 
options. When a better option becomes known through an open and credible systems design 
and R&D process, it should be incorporated . To bo th update the folio and to assess the 

Page n 
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CHAPTER I Principles 

viability of options, a periodic technical review should be conducted that includes the Site­
Specific Advisory Board, the public, and the Hanford workforce. 

Once cleanup actions and associated milestones are established, the Tri-Party Agreement 
should direct the parties to implement programs in ways that contribute to the community's 
economic transition initiatives and mitigate adverse socioeconomic impacts. 

Ill. THE AGREEMENT AND ITS EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT 

The Agreement should reflect the following principles regarding the impact of cleanup on 
the environment: 

• Minimize the use of land for waste management. 
• Avoid contamination of uncontaminated lancl . 
• A void further harm to cultural resources. natural resources. and the environment, 

especially critical habitat and groundwater. 
• Protect the Columbia River: Stopping the actual a1id potential future 

contamination of the Columbia Ri ver and preventing the migration of 
contar11ination off-site should be a high priority . 

• Do not depend on the dilution of effluent wastes to effect safe conditions in the 
environment or to avoid legal discharge limits. 

• Accomplish conservation and reuse of resources (including reuse of contaminated 
resources which could potenti,ill y be classified as waste or an allowable effluent) . . 

• Recognize the imp011ance of preserving the biodiversity of the Hanford site and 
the Columbia River. 

• Natural Resources Damage Assessments under CERCLA should be integrated in 
a timely manner with the accomplishment of appropriate Tri-Pa11y Agreement 
milestones so as tc, minimize overall restoration costs. 

• Preserve natural resource rights embodied in treaties, and enforce laws protecting 
natural and cultural resources. 

• Include CERCLA-like risk assessments for natural and cultural resources in 
environmental restoratio"n/waste management actions and all other site activities. 

IV. THE TIMING OF ACTIONS WITHIN THE AGREEMENT 

The Agreement should demonstrate that the three agencies are getting on with the cleanup. 
Progress on substantive cleanup priorities should be reflected in the Agreement, not just 
procedural milestones . After reasonable stud y. the three panies shouki select simpler, less 
costly solutions and get on with cleanup. 

The Agreement should enable the public. the agencies , and the workers to see the end of the 
cleanup, if not predict its exact date . 
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INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER2 
Values 

The Hanford Tank Waste Task Force was charged with identifying values that its members 
hold relative to the Tank Waste Remediation System and to supply those values to the lead 
negotiators for USDOE, EPA, and Ecology as the three parties renegotiated aspects of the 

. Tri-Party Agreement. This product reflects the values of the members of the Task Force. 
Members of the Task Force were chosen because they represent a broad cross-section of 
local and regional constituency groups with a strong interest in the success of Hanford's 
cleanup. 

This Chapter presents a Summary of Task Force Values . The reader is also urged to consult 
Appendix F. This Appendix describes the process by which the Task Force learned about 
tank waste issues and then, as individuals and in small groups, identified key problems and 
values associated with the Tank Waste Remediation System. Task Force members believe 

· that the problems they identified relative to tank waste ("Problem Statements" in the 
Appendix) are essential to understanding Task Force values because they ground the values 
in Hanford's current realities , and the values and Problem Statements should be reviewed in 
conjunction. Summaries of the members ' Individual Perspectives and of their small group 
discussions are_ included in this Appendix as ,ire the intiividual worksheets that Task Force 
members completed . 

SUMMARY 

1. Broad, Overarching Issues 

• Protect the environment. 
• Protect public/worker health and safety. 
• "Get on with the cleanup" to achieve substantive progress in a timely manner! 
• Use a systems design approach that keeps endpoints in mind as intennediate 

decisions are made. 
• Establish management practices that ensure accountability, efficiency, and 

allocation of funds to high priority items. 

• For elaboration on this value. see Specific Imrlc111e111a1io11-Rcla1ed Values under Timing . 
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2. Specific Implementation-Related Values 
Timing 

• "Get on with the cleanup" to achieve substantive progress in a timely manner. 
Get on with it reflects a sense of urgency of purpose and a desire to see the 
cleanup move forward productively as quickly as possible. 

• An action is "getting on with it" when it: 
1) contributes to environmental remediation and waste containmen~. 

stabilization. storage, and disposal in safe form; 
2) demonstrates on the ground progress as quickly as possible. For Tank 

Waste Remediation System. this means addressing tank safety, 
characterizing tank waste. upgrading tank fanns. and preparing waste 
for stabilization. For all parts of the cleanup, this includes progress in 
protecting the Columbia River and its natural- and cultural resources, 
groundwater. and human health: 

-3) empowers safe operations and worker participation in quality 
implementation; 

4) reduces paperwork. analytic. and decision-making redundancy; and 
·s) is less costly than other options while still protective of the 

environment and public/worker health and safety. 

• The sum total of actions taken to "get on with it" should : 
1) move all major facets of the cleanup forward and in the proper 

~q~n~; . 
2) keep technical options open that have realistic, cost-effective chances to 

significantly improve waste management practices over the life of the 
cleanup and appropriately implement these options; and 

3) consider the ability to evaluate. expand upon, or change course based 
on technical and sciemific advancement. 

Management 
• Use a systems desigi1 approach that keeps endpoints in mind as intennediate 

decisions are made . 
• Establish management practices that ensure accountability. efficiency. and 

allocation of funds to high priority items. 

Tank Leaks 
• Characterization is highly important but not the only priority. There are 

immediate health and environmental risks that need to be addressed. 
Infrastructure upgrades are important. We need to make progress on all fronts 
at once. 

• Double-shell tank capacity is imponant: simpler solutions are preferred. 
• Address leaking tanks. and prevent additional leaks without further 

compounding future remediation efforts . It is important to recognize that 
preventing new leaks and taking action now (as described.below) are two 
different issues. 

Page 10 
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• The Tank Waste Remediation System is , in part, designed to resolve tank 
leaks. There are available. more cost-effective solutions than extended 
pretreatment/vitrification studies ; i.e. , double-shell tank capacity ("no 
monuments" - use existing technology for new tanks) and, possibly, barriers. 

Technology 
• The high cost and uncertainty of high-tech pretreatment and R&D threatens 

funding for higher pe1iormance low-level waste fonn . vitrification, and 
cleanup. 

• Use the most practicable, timel y. available technol9gy , wh ile leaving room 
for future innovation. Keep a folio of technological options and make 
strategic investments over time to support a limited number of promising 
options . Gi ve up further re searc h o n unlikel y option s. When a better option 

becomes known through an open and cred ible systems design and R&D 
process, be willing to adopt it. 

Waste Form and Srorage 
• Put wastes in an environmentally-safe form, using retrievable waste fonns 

when potential hazards from the waste may require. future retrieval and when 
retrievability does not cause inordinate delays in getting on witii cleanup. 

• Let the ultimate best fomi for the waste drive decisions , not the size nor 
timing of a national repos itory. 

• Accept the fact that interim storage . at least, of the waste in an 
envi1;onmentall y-safe fo rm will occur for some time at Hanford. Select a 
waste form that will ensure safe interim storage of this waste . In so doing, do 
1lill attract other sites' waste fo r disposal or long-tenn storage at Hanford. 

Transportarion 
• Minimize tran sponati on of radioactive and hazardous materials to and from 

the site to reduce the r isks to the public and the environment; evaluate 
deci sions in ligh t of how much and what materials will be used in the course 
of the cleanup because of pote ntial consequences for communities along the 
transponat ion corridor. 

• Assume treatment of Hanfo rd 's waste will occur on site; it is not productive to 
stud y transportati on of Han fo rd 's waste off-site for treatment. 

Training 
• Training for everyone who will be on the site is critically important. 
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Chapter 3 
Process 

Beginning· in 1943, the Hanfo rd site, a 560 square mile complex located in southeastern 
Washington State , was operated by the USDOE and its predecessor agencies for the 
production of nuclear materials for national de fense programs. Activities occurring over 
nearly five decades created 61 mill ion gall ons of highl y radioactive waste that is currently 
held in 177 underground storage tanks. By mid 1993 . 68 of the 149 single-shell tanks were 
known or suspected to be leaking waste . No ne of the more modern 28 double-shell tanks 
were leaking. 

In the late I 980's , the USDOE ended the producti on mission at Hanford and began to shift 
the site's mission toward management of its wastes and cleanup of the site. The ultimate 
goal of the cleanup mi ssion is to protect public health and safety and to mitigate and 
remediate environmental damage from exposure to the contaminants at Hanford. In 1989, 
USDOE, the EPA , and Ecology signed the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent 
Order, commonly known as the Tri -Pany Agreement. This Agreement established 
milestones and a schedule for cleanup al1d restoration of the Hanford site over a 30-year 
period. A key component of the Agreement was a commitment to retrieve and treat the 
waste in the 28 double-shell tanks and to undertake a process that would lead to closure of 
the 149 single- shell tanks and final disposal of all tank waste. 

In early 1993, USDOE completed a "rebaseli ning " study of the Hanford Tank Waste 
Remediation System (TWRS ). Based on the results of thi s study , USDOE believed there 
was a strong technical rationale for re structuring TWRS . Among the reasons for the 
proposed restructuring was the emergen ce of potential imminent threats to safety and the 
environment posed by waste in a number of tanks . USDOE suggested changing the 
Agreement to address some of the single- shell tank waste in the near future rather than after 
the waste in the double- shell tanks had been treated . USDOE also proposed a delay in the 
start of vitrification plant construction , a milestone dated March, 1993. 

Recognizing that its recommendations requ ired changes in the provisions of the Tri-Party 
Ag'reement. USDOE asked the regulatory agencies , EPA and Ecology, to renegotiate the 
tank waste section of the Agreement. In March, 1993, EPA and Ecology agreed, expanding 
the issues under considerati on to include envi ronmental restoration and general 
administration of the Tri -Party Agreement .. The three parties agreed to put the' milestones in 
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the Agreement regarding constmction of facilitie s to handle tank waste (a vitrifica~ion plant 
and additional grout vaults) on hold until September 30. when the negotiations were 
scheduled to be completed. 

The entire renegotiation process was directed by the Senior Executive Committee, compos.ed 
of the USDOE Richland Operations Office Site Manager. John Wagoner; the EPA Region 10 
Administrator, initially Dana Rasmussen. subse4uently Acting Administrator Jerry Emison; 
and the Director of Ecology. Mary Riveland. Day to day management was· provided by a 
·Policy Committee made up of the USDOE Richland Operations Office Deputy Site 
Manager, Phil Hamric; the EPA Director of the Hazardous Waste Program, Randy Smith; 
and the Assistant Director of Ecology's Waste Management Division . Dan Silver. 

ORGANIZING THE TASK FORCE · 

From the beginning of the renegotiation process. US DOE. EPA and Ecology considered 
public and tribal participation essential. The publ ic. tribes. communities, a_nd local 
governments felt a task force was an appropriate vehicle for public participation. The three 
agencies' experience with the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group strongly influenced 
the three agencies. Convened by the three parties tc) provide guidance on overall site 
cleanup, the Future Site Uses Working Group was composed of representatives of 
governments and constituencies with a stake in the future of Hanford. During 1992, this 
group developed a range of options for future uses of the Hanford site. identifying cleanup 
scenarios based on those options. Although the new process was specifically related to tank 
waste issues and the renegotiation of the Tri-Party Agreement. the experience with the 
Working Group encouraged the Senior Executive Committee to make use of a similar group. 

By April 1993, the independent facilitation team that conducted the Future Site Uses 
Working Group process was selected to organize and conduct the new process . Through 
interviews with the three parties and with representati ves of a broad range of constituencies, 
the facilitation team developed a preliminary li st of potential candidates for the Task Force. 
These individuals were asked what would make a process successful and to recommend other 
individuals for the facilitation team to consult or interv iew. The interviewees emphasized 
the need for the three agencies to commit to using the products of their process in the 
negotiation process. 

The Senior Executive Committee met in mid-May to rev iew. revise. and approve the 
proposed process. schedule. cha11er. and groundrules that had been prepared by the 
facilitation team. This new process was known as the Hanford Tank Waste Task Force. The 
Senior Executive Committee adopted a list of candidates to serve on ·the Task Force and 
authorized the facilitators to convene the Task Force . To coincide with the pace of the 
negotiations, the Task Force had unti l the end of S~prem ber. 1993. to finish its work. 
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MEMBERSHIP OF THE TASK FORCE 

The USDOE Richland Operations Office Manager. the EPA Region IO Administrator, and 
the Director of Ecology jointly issued invitations to the list of candidates to participate in the 
Hanford Tank Waste Task Force. Dr. Mark Drummond, President of Eastern Washington 
University, was invited to chair the group. as he had the Future Site Uses Working Group. 
The Hanford Tank Waste Task Force represented a broad range of parties and constituencies 
with an interest or stake in the success of the Tri-Pany Agreement. The Task Force 
consisted of representatives of tribal. state , and local governments. agriculture, business and 
economic development, environment, interest groups focused on Hanford, labor, and public 
health. (A full list of the Task Force membership is included in the Acknowledgments.) 
About half of the members of the Task Force had also served on the Future Site Uses 
Working Group. There were 27 seats "at the table ." Teams of two individuals could hold a 
single seat; this approach was intended to enable consistent representation at the table. Both 
members of each team could participate in Task Force and Subgroup meetings. 

CHARTER OF THE TASK FORCE 

On May 27, Task Force members discussed a draft Charter that defined the purpose of the 
Task Force , the scope of its work. and the timeline for completing the group's charge. In the 
Charter, the Task _Force was charged with developing values to be coi1sidered by the three 
parties as they evaluate specific options concernii1g the Tank Waste Remediation System and 
developing a finite set of principles for the overall Tri-Party Agreement package. Individual 
members of the Task Force were expected to bring their own sense of which values and 
principles were most important to be considered in the negotiations and to work 
cooperatively to develop a finite set of values and principles to be used by the negotiators. 

In order to develop values and the t·elative imponance of each value. all members of the Task 
Force would. together, give due con sideration to the following: factors: risk and safety, cost 
effectiveness, interim and residual environmental impacts throughout the _site, technolo_gical 
feasibility and certainty, timing of implementation. duration of activity, and others as 
identified by the Task Force. 

It was not necessary for the Task Force to de velop a consensus on a single set of values and 
principles for consideration by the negotiators . However, the Task Force would strive to 
develop commonalities and convergences among sets of values and principles, if more than 
one set or range of values and principles emerged from the Task Force. 

According to the Task Force Charter. the Task Force process was to be guided by the Chair 
and by the Task Force itself. 

TI1e simultaneous progress of Task Force di scussions and the negotiations would allow the 
negotiators to incorporate the group 's re sults into the negotiations. The negotiators would 
report on how the values and princ iples ident ified by the Task F<.:irce were influencing the 
negotiations and , where there were di lemmas or tough choices, ask for clarification of the 
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Task Force's values and the principles for the overall negotiation package. Because of the 
September 30, 1993, deadline for the conclusion of the negotiations, the Task Force process 
was designed to be completed within the same time frame. 

The Task Force Chaner was revised following the May 27 Task Force rneeting and was .. 
approved at the group's next meeting. on June 16. 

A set of groundrules that defined how the group would conduct its work also was drafted, 
reviewed by the Task Force on May 27 , and approved at the June 16 Task Force meeting. 

THE TASK FORCE PROCESS 

To be useful to the negotiations. the Task Force's work had to keep pace with the 
negotiations process . Therefore , the process designed by the facilitators called for four 
meetings of the full Task Force. Three Subgroup meetings were held to further the work of 
the Task Force as u whole. These meetings are summarized below. 

May 27 Task Force Meeting 
On May 27, 1993, the Hanford Tank Waste Task Force met for its first plenary session. 
During the introductory session, the Task Force members expressed their expectations of the 
process, reviewed the Charter defining the scope of their work, modified and adopted 
Groundrules to govern how they conducted their work, and set a schedule of meetings to 
complete their work by September 9. The three members of the Policy Committee (Phil 
Hamric, USDOE, Dan Silver. Ecology. and Randy Smith, EPA) explained the context withip 
which the Task Force was being created. expressed the appreciation of the three agencies to 
Task Force members. and committed themselves to listen and to use the group's products in 
the negotiations. The Task Force was i1itroctucect to the· lead negotiators from the three 
parties, Who briefly explained what t\1ey hoped ro get from the Task Force as they proceeded 
through the negotiations. The meeting also included a presentation entitled "A Tank Waste 
Primer" that was the first step in developing a common base of infonnation. This 
presentation focused on the history of the tanks. their number, location , and contents. The 
"Primer" concluded with a brief description of the issues associated with the tank waste. 

June 3 Framework Subgroup Meeting 
On June 3, a Subgroup of the Task Force met to discuss a framework for understanding 
infonnation on tank waste issues and to identify categories of needed information. The 
Subgroup, called the Framework Subgroup. asked that information on tank waste 
remediation be presented in six categories: 

• Tank safety 
• Tank leaks 
• Managing tank waste 
• · Pretreatment 
• Treatment 
• Disposition of waste 
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These six categories were referred to as "steps" in the remediation process. 

June 16-17 Task Force Meeting 
At the plenary session on June 16, the Task Force further developed its common infonnation 
base. Members heard presentations on Native American treaty rights in relation to Ha~ford, 
groundwater contamination , and each of the six topics identified at the June 3 Subgroup 
meeting. Each presentation was followed by commentary from a panel of experts and a brief 
question and answer period. At several points during the day, Task Force members worked 
in small groups to identify the biggest problems they felt needed to be resolved at each step 
in the remediation process. 

On June 17, Task Force members worked individually, in groups of 2-3, and then in five 
small groups to identify and describe what each member considered to be the most impGrtant 
problem relative to tank waste and the values they held relative to the problem. Using a 
value/problem statement matrix worksheet. members also looked at linkages between their 
most important· value and other facets of the fra1_nework. Each of the small groups reported 
the key themes from its discussion and members of the Task Force had an opportunity to ask 
clarifying questions and to offer comments. After this exercise, the negotiators described 
some of the ideas they would take from the Task Force 1i1eeting into upcoming negotiation 
sessions and identified areas where there were potential contradictions among the values. 
They also committed to reporting to the Task Force at its next meeting how the values were 
influencing the negotiations. 

June 24 Principles Subgroup Meeting 
To consolidate the work on values from the June 17 meeting, a subgroup called the 
Principles Subgroup met on June 24. This group reviewed and amended the consolidation of 
key values drafted by the facilitators. The Subgroup recommended that the summaries of the 
small group work from June 17 and the problem statements developed on June 16 be an 
integral part of the values product, to ground the values in Hanford's problems. 

Following the subgroup's modifications and additions to the consolidated list of values, the 
facilitators prepared a draft Summary of Task Force Values and sent it to the negotiators and 
the Task Force. 

The Principles Subgroup also considered how to pose the discussion of principles that would 
be part of the Task Force's product. Based on the Subgroup's work, the facilitators drafted a 
discussion paper for the principles discussion at the July 23 Task Force meeting. 

July 22-23 Task Force Meeting 
The Task Force next met in ple11ary session on Jul y 22 and 23, 1993. During the first day, 
the Task Force heard from the negotiators on how the tank waste values product was · 
influencing the negotiations . Technical panels and presentations on tank safety, management 
issues, and the role of grout in the disposition of tank waste expanded the common 
infonnation base. The day concluded with a dialogue between the lead negotiators and the 
Task Force. Having reviewed the draft val ues product. the negotiators identified areas where 
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they needed more guidance on the Task Force's values . Following the meeting. Task Force 
members were invited to stay to talk informall y with USDOE staff who were there to offer 
infonnation on tank monitoring. emergency preparedness . and the Vortec melter system. 

During the second day of the July meetirrg. the Task Force funher de_veloped the values .. 
relative to tank waste, authorized the facilitators to make revisions. and approved the revised 
values product. The Task Force also drafted a preamble to its Final Repon. 

The remainder of the meeting concentrated on developing principles to shape the overall Tri­
Pany Agreement package. The basis of discussion was the paper drafted by the facilitators 
following the Principles Subgroup meeting. The facilitators were authorized to revise the 
principles product based on the Task Force members ' comments and to bring the revised 
draft to a meeting of the Principles Subgroup, which met on August 6 to further shape the 
principles product. 

August 6 Principles Subgroup Meeting 
The Principles Subgroup convened to review the revised Summary of Task Force Values and 
to continue development of principles for the overall Tri -Pa11y Agreement package. The 
Subgroup agreed that the Values product should include both Broad. Overarching Issues in 
addition to the complementary Specific Implementation-Related Vah.1es. The Subgroup 
asked the facilitators to draft language for several points in consultation with individual 
Subgroup members. 

The Subgroup also briefly revisited the Preamble to the Final Report, which the Task. Force 
had written at the July 22-23 meeting. 

August Public Meetings 
Between August 16 and 24. public meetings. spo nso red by the three agencies renegotiating 
the Tri-Party Agreement. were held in fiv e locat io ns in Washington and Oregon. The · 
purpose of the meetings was threefold : 

• To update interested citizens on the ongo ing negotiat ions process. especially with regard 
to public valaes identified at previo us meetings and through the Hanford Tank Waste 
Task Force process: 

• To provide the public with an opportunity to identi fy and clarify public values; 
• To provide guidance to the negotiators on iss ues where there is not yet agreement among 

the parties or where possible agreements ma y conflict with certain public values. 

Two Task Force members attended each meeting and described the Task Force process. 
These meetings were the second oppo11unity for the public to offer ideas and comments to 
the negmiators. The first opportunity was in May. prior to the convening of the Task Force, 
when the three parties hosted publ ic meetings at the same five locations in Washington and 
Oregon. At these meetings . citizen s had an opportunity to learn about tank waste issues and 
to identify "'.alues and principles th at should guide the negotiators. 
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September 9 Task Force Meeting 
The first half of meeting was devoted to hearing from the negotiators . Each of the three 
negotiators explained how the values and principles products have affected the negotiations. 
After hearing from the negotiators, the Task Force broke into four small groups to discuss 
their impressions of the negotiators' status repon and to formulate questions that they wanted 
the negotiators to respond to. Returning to plenary session, the Task Force heard reports 
from each group and the negotiators addressed the groups' questions. The negotiators then 
noted two key issues that they were having difficulty resolving. 

During the second half of the meeting. the Task Force reviewed the draft Final Report 
section by section. The Task Force approved the amended report by consensus. The Task 
Force discussed future public involvement activities related to the Repon and the 
renegotiation of the Tri-Party Agreement. Following expressions of appreciation by 
representatives of the three parties . the Chairman declared the Task Force adjourned. 
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Glossary 

Basin - excavated lined area to hold fluids until they evaporate or until radioactive decay 
reduces their activitie~ to levels permissible for release. 

Burial Ground - land area specifically designated to receive contaminated waste packages 
and equipment, usually in unlined trenches covered with overburden. 

Byp~oduct Material - 1) any radioactive material (except special nuclear material) yielded 
in or made radioactive by exposure to the radiation incident to the process of 
producing or utilizing special nuclear material. and 2) the tailings or wastes produced 
by the extraction or concentration of uranium or thorium from any ore processed 
primarily for its source material content. (See also Low-level Waste.) 

C~mister - the primary metal envelope for remote-handled solid transuranic waste, high-level 
waste, or spent fuel. The canister affords physical containment for the waste, but is 
not primarily designed to provide shielding. 

Capsule - stainless-steel cylinder used for containment of strontium or cesium reco':ered 
from radioactive wastes. 

Carbon Tetrachloride - chlori·nated organic s61vent used in the plutonium extraction -
process at the Plutonium Fini sh ing Plant. Known human liver carcinogen via 
inhalation and ingestion . Can d:1mage the ce ntral nervous system. 

Cask - a specially designed container used for shippi ng , storage, and/or disposal of 
radioactive material that affords protection from accidents and provides shielding for 
the radioactive material. 

CERCLA - Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, also 
known as "Superfund:" this is a federal law that establishes the regulatory approach 
for cleanup of hazardous substances that could endanger human health or the 
environment. 

Cesium 137 (Cs-137) - A gamma emitting radioisotope with a half-life of 30 years. Cesium 
137 is generated during fission of uranium-235 . 

Characterization - a process for determining the chemical, physical, and radiological 
constituents of wastes . 
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Class A & B Waste• Low-level radioacti ve wastes reLJui ring in stitutional control for 100 
years, after which they are assumed to have decayed to the point where they present 
an acceptable hazard to any intruder. 

Class C Waste - Low-level radioactive wastes re4uiring isolation for 500 years, after which 
they are assumed to present an acceptable hazard to an intruder. Class C wastes must 
be stabilized prior to disposal. 

Cleanup - environmental remediation and waste management activities required to remove, 
isolate, treat. stabilize . or contain contamination result ing from past practices in order 
to reduce associated risks . 

Contamination - measured concentration of a11 u11desi r:tble chemical or radionuclide that is 
above the normal or background level. 

Decontamination and Decommi~sioning - process of removing contamination from 
facilities or equipment by washing. chemical action. mechanical cleaning, or other 

· techniques; then _removing facility or eLJu ipment from operation; and entombing, 
dismantling and removing, or converting the facility for another use. 

Disposal - the isolation of radioactive wastes from the biosphere inhabited by humans and 
containing their food chain by emplacement in a land disposal facility without 
maintenance and with no iment of retrieva l. and reLJuiring deliberate action to gain 
access after emplacement. 

DOE-RL - Richland Operations Office of US DOE. 

Double-shell Tank - reinforced concrete underground vessel with two inner steel liners to 
provide containment and bad up co nrai11 me11t of liLJuict wastes. 

Ecology ·- Washington State Departme m of Eci>logy . 

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement. 

Environmental Restoration - cleanup anti restorati o11 of sites contaminated with hazardous 
substances during past production or di sposal activities . 

EPA - U.S . Environmental Protection Agenc y. 

Expedited Response Action - ~iven a more immedia ti:: threat to human health or the 
environment. old was te sites under CERCLA may be cleaned up more quickly by 
bypassing some interim re views and paperwo rk . Final disposition of these sites is 
done via a CERCLA Record of Decision fo r the entire operable unit. 
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Fission~ the splitting or breaking apan of a heavy atom such as uranium. When a uranium 
atom is split, large amounts of energy and one or more neutrons are released. 

Fuel - fissionable material used as the so urce of power when placed in a criticality 
arrangement in a nuclear reactor. 

Groundwater - a water-saturated region below the land surface. 

Grout - a cementitious waste fonn which consists of mixing dry-blended materials with 
double-shell tank waste to a specific grout formulation, for near-s urface disposal ; it is 
used for waste fixation and immobilization . 

Ha1,ardous Waste - non-radioactive chemical toxins or otherwise potentially dangerous 
materials defined by RCRA. 

High-level Waste/High level Radioactive Waste (HL W) - the highly radioactive waste 
material resulting from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel. including liquid waste 
produced directly in reprocessing and any solid waste derived from such liquid waste 
that contains fission products in sufficient concentrations as to require pennanent 
isolation. Includes also other highl y radioactive material that the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission determines by rule requires permanent isolation. 

Immobilization - a process that prepares waste for disposal. 

Interim stabilization - a process that removes liquid from a si ngle-shel l tank until less than 
190,000 liters (50.000 gallons) of drainable interstitial liquid and less than 19,000 
liters (5,000 gallons) of supernatant remain . 

Iodine 129 (1-129) - beta emitting radioisotope with a half-life of 15,700.000 years . It is 
generated during the fission of uranium-235 . 

K Basins - basins in the K reactor area used for storage of spent fuel rods immersed in water. 
See "Basin." 

Low-level Waste (LL W) - any radioactive waste not classified as high-level waste, 
transuranic waste, spent nuclear fuel. or byproduct material. (See also High-level 
Waste, Transuranic Waste, and Byprod uct Material.) 

Mixed Waste - waste that is both radioactive and hazardous. 

Monitored Retrievable Storage - a concept for interim storage of waste or spent fuel. The 
waste would be continuously monitored and wo uld be stored in such a way that it 
could be retrieved at a later date. 

National Environmental Policy Act - established requirement for conducting 
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environmental reviews of Federal actions that may have a significant impact the 
environment. 

Nuclear Reactor - device which sustains a chain of fission events that can be maintained 
and controlled to meet a particular purpose. 

Performance Assessment - a systematic radiological analysis of the potential risks posed by 
waste management systems to the public and environment and a comparison of those 
risks to established perfom,ance objectives. 

Plume - a distribution of contaminants a distance away from a point source in a medium like 
groundwater or soil: a defined area of contamination. 

Pretreatment - Processing of waste stored in tanks to sep:irate it into high-level and low­
level waste fractions . 

Radioactive Half-li~e - The time it takes for one half of the radioactive atoms present to 
decay. After seven half-lives. the activity will be less than 1 % of the original 
activity. 

Radioactive Waste - solid, li4uid, or gaseous material of negligible economic value that 
contains radionuclides in excess of threshold 4uantities. It does not include material 
contaminated by radionuclides from nL1clear weap<;ns testing. 

Radioactivity - property of certain nuclides of emitting particles or electromagnetic 
radiation while undergoing nuclear transfonnations. 

RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act: federal law regulating generation. 
transportation. treatment. stor:1ge . and disposal of hazardous wastes and rernediation 
of waste sites cu1Tentl y in use . 

Record of Decision - (ROD): ( 1 J under CERCLA. the official document used to select the 
method of remedial action and cleanup goals to be implemented at a particular 
contaminated site: (2) under the :--.rational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
official document describing an agenc y's final choice among alternatives that have 
been the subject of study in an Environmental Impact Statement. 

Remediation - removing or cmTecting a condition, such as by rem·oving or isolating 
contaminated material. 

. . 

Repository - a place for the permanent disposal of radiciactive wastes in an engineered 
facility in an underground geologic formation . 

Retrieval - removal of liljuid and solid wastes from storage tanks . 

Single-shell Tank - older Hanford high-level waste underground tank composed of a single 
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carbon steel liner surrounded by concrete. 

Spent Nuclear Fuel - fuel elements withdrawn from a nuclear reactor following irradiation. 

Stabili1.ation - treatment of tank waste to protect the environment from contaminatioo. 

Strontium 90 - heavy radioactive isotope of strontium that is hazardous because it can be 
assimilated by and deposited in the bones of organisms much like calcium. It is a 
beta emitter with a half life of 28 .6 years . The primary source of strontium 90 
attributable to Hanford entering the Columbia River has been the 100-N Area liquid 
waste di sposal facilitie s, which are known to di scharge to the river via groundwater 
seepage. 

Superfund - see CERCLA. 

TPA - Tri-Party Agreement. 

TWRS - Tank Waste Remediation Sys.tern 

Technetium 99 (Tc-99) - A pure beta emitting radioisotope with a half-life of 212,000 
years. Technetium 99 is generated during the fission of uranium-235 . 

Transuranic (TRU) Waste - waste containing radionuclides with an atomic nuillber greater 
than that of uranium, with a half-Ii fe of more than 20 _years , and in concentrations 
greater than 100 nanoCuries (nCi ) per gram of waste . Typically, these wastes do not 
have much penetrating radiation . but they re4uire isolation because they. remain 
radioactive for a long time and are very damaging to internal tissue. 

Treatment - an activity that alters the chemical or physical nature of hazardous or 
radioactive waste to reduce its tox icity. volume, and/or mobility . 

Tri-Party Agreement [Hanfo rd Federal Fac ility Agreement and Consent Order] -
agreement signed in 1989 by USDOE. EPA . and Washington State Department of 
Ecology that identifies milestones fo r bringing Hanford into-compliance with 
CERCLA/RCRA . 

Tritium - radioactive isotope of hydrogen . 

Uranium - heavy radioactive element naturally occurring in isotopes of U234, u235, and 
u238_ Fuel for nuclear weapons . 

USDOE - U.S. Depanment of Energy. 

Vadose Zone - unsaturated region of so il between the ground surface and the water table. 
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Vault - type of structure constructed out of conc rete to sto re a variety of nuclear materials. 

Vitrification - method of immobilizing radioacti ve waste for eventual d isposal in a geologic 
repository; involves adding frit and waste to a joule-heated vessel and melting it into 
a glass that is then poured into a canister. 

Waste Management - activities involving the short-tern, or long-term storage or isolation of 
existing or newly-generated wastes, treatment. and final disposal of wastes. 
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The Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) 
specifies how the goal of mitigating and remediating environmental damage from 
contaminants at Hanford this goal will be met. Milestones in the Agreement regarding 
construction of facilities to handle tank waste (a vitrification plant and additional grout 
vaults) have been put on hold until September 30. when the negotiations are scheduled to 
be completed. The ultimate goal of the cleanup at Hanford is to protect health and safety 
and to mitigate and remediate environmental damage from contaminants at Hanford. 

Three major aspects of the Tri-Party Agreement are being negotiated in 1993. the Tank 
Waste Remediation System, environmental restoration. and trye administration and 
functioning of the Tri-Party Agreement itself. While al! three topics are critical to a 
successful negotiated outcome, the Task Force will focus on issues related to the Tank 
Waste Remediation System.· 

The three signatories to the Tri-Party Agreement (the U.S. Department of Energy, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the Washington State Department of 
Ecology) want to conduct their negotiations with knowledge of the range of perspectives 
held by the public on accomplishing the Hanford cleanup under a renegotiated 
Agreement In particular, the three parties have an interest in understanding the values 
held by the public regarding the operation of the Tank Waste Remediation System. They 
also have an interest in understanding the principles the public wants to be considered as 
the negotiators consider potential tradeoffs between the Tank Waste Remediation System 
and other aspects of the Tri-Party Agreement. 

The Tank Waste Task Force has been formed to assist the three parties in receiving.and 
understanding the values and principles described above. 

B. Purpose 
The purpose of the Tank Waste Task Force is to be a representative cross-section of those 
who have vital interest in the Tri-Party Agreement and the Tank Waste Remediation 
System. The Task Force will provide advice to the three signatories to the Tri-Party 
Agreement on values and principles to help structure and illuminate the negotiations. 

• The Tank Waste Remediation System involves the following basic functions: to manage tank waste; 
process tank waste; transfer waste ;md facilities. "Managing tank waste" means to accomplish these 
tasks: store waste: transfer waste: characterize. survey and monitor waste: restore and upgrade systems; 
and manage the tank waste system program. 
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The Tri-Party signatories will use the Task Force as one venue for displaying and 
discussing an array of Tank Waste Remediation System alternatives. The Tri-Party 
signatories will carry the work of the Task Force into their negotiations and will infonn 
the Task Force of how each alternative is assessed relative to the values identified by the 
Task Force. 111e Task Force will identify principles to be considered by the negotiators 
when discussing potential tradeoffs between the Tank Waste Remediation System and' 
other aspects of the Tri-Party Agreement. The negotiators will use the principles to 
assess tradeoffs. Finally, the negotiators will infonn the Tank Waste Task Force of how 
the outcome of the negotiations has been affected by and reflects the values and 
principles identified by the Task Force. 

C. Scope 
The Tank Waste Task Force is charged with : I) developing a finite set of values to be 
considered by the three parties as they evaluate specific options concerning the Tank 
Waste Remediation System, including the relative importance of each value; and 2) 
developing.a finite set of principles for assessing the tradeoffs that may occur between 
other aspects of the negotiations and the Tank Waste Remediation System. · 

Individual members of the Task Force are expected to bring their own sense of which 
values and principles are most important to be considered in the negotiations and to work 
cooperatively to develop a finite set of values and principles to be used by the 
negotiators. 

In order to develop values and the relative importance of each value, all members of the 
Task Force will, tog1=ther, give dJ,1e consideration to the following: 

• risk and safety · 
• cost effectiveness 
• interim and residual environmental impacts throughout the site 
• technological feasib ility and certainty 
• timing of implementation 
• duration of activtty 
• others as identified by the Task Force 

In order to develop principles co consider when evaluating tradeoffs, all members of the 
Task Force will, together, give due consideration to the following: 

• areas and resources to be protected 
• cenainty that cleanup will be accomplished 
~ ability for other uses of parts of the site to become possible 
• ability for other entities to manage land :md resources 
• stability of funding over the life of the cleanup 
• others as identified by the Task Force 
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1l1e three parties commit to providing requested information and documents related to 
the work of the Task Force on a timely basis. 

D. Stipulations 

1. The Task Force will operate independently of the three parties and the negotiation's. 
It will endeavor to complete its work in a timely fashion in light of the pace of the 
negotiations and in a manner that is most useful to the negotiators. 

All programmatic direction will be given to the Task Force by the Chair of the Task 
Force and by the Task Force itself. An independent contractor selected by the three 
signatories will facilitate the Task Force. The three signatories will establish a policy 
committee to communicate with the Chair through the facilitators about the proposed 
direction of the Task Force. 

2. It is not necessary for the Task Force to develop a consensus on a single set of values 
and principles for consi.deration by the negotiators. However, the Task Force will 
strive to develop commonalties and convergences among sets of values and 
principles, if more than one set or range of values and principles emerges from the 
Task Force. 

3. The negotiators will 
• share with the Task Force an array of the technical options or alternatives for Tank 

Waste Remediation System to be considered during the negotiations; 
• evaluate all options in light of the values developed by the Task Force; 
• report back on the results .of this evaluation individually; 
• provide infonnation regarding potential trade-offs . if any for use by the Task Force in 

developing principles; 
• provide feedback on how the values and princ iples were used or applied during the 

negotiations. 

The Task Force is not intended to focus on specific technical aspects of any option or 
alternative, nor to provide specific recommendations on the technical merits, or lack 
thereof, of any specific option or alternative. However, the Task force may choose to 
explore specific technical aspects of options or al tematives against values. Similarly, the 
Task Force may choose to discuss the technical merits of options or alternatives. 
However, detailed examination of techniques and merits will not become the focus of the 
Task Force. 

· 4. The Task Force process is not intended to cover all issues arising in the negotiations 
of the Tri-Pany Agreement. Questions of relevance will be determined in light of 
this Chaner. 
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Appendix B 
Groundrules 

The purpose of these groundrules is to make explicit the common expectations with 
which the participants enter the process. TI1ey describe the purpose of the process, the 
manner in which the several governments and interests are structured for effective 
participation, the responsibilities of the participants to one another and to their 
constituents, the spirit in which they will participate in the process and the responsibility 
of the facilitators to facilitate the process. The intent of these groundrules is to provide a 
framework for fruitful discussion and exchange that guides rather than consrrains 
interaction. 

Participating in the facilitation process signals an understanding and acceptance of the 
groundrules. The groundrules may be amended by consensus of the Task Force. 

A. Purpose 

The purpose of this Task Force is to inform Task Force participants about the nature and 
progress of tank waste negotiations, to enable the participants to provide focused input 
into the negotiations regarding values held by the public that could be used in evaluating 
tarik waste management alternatives. and to consider principles to guide any potential 
rradeoffs between tank ·waste issues and other aspects of the Tri-Party Agreement. The 
Task Force will be open to the commonalties of their respective views and will seek to . 
identify convergences of opinion and values which may result from them. 

B. Roles and Responsibilities of Task ·Force Participants 

• Participants will concur in the desirability of exploring a range of issues related to the 
Hanford Tank Wastes and the negotiations related to Tank Wastes. Participants also 
concur that the Task.Force's process cannot cover and is not intended to cover all 
issues arisi_ng in the negotiation of the Tri-Party Agreement. Participants agree that 
the Chair shall be empowered to make decisions on the relevance of issues proposed 
for the Task Force after discussion with the Task Force. 

• Participants will fully explore issues. recognizing time limitations and size of the 
Task Force. 

• P.articipants commit to search for opportunities and creative solutions. 

• All participants in the Task Force will seek to clearly articulate their concerns and 
goals regarding the issues. 
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• All participants recognize the legitimacy of the concerns and goals of others. 

• All panicipants will refrain from personal attacks and characterizations during 
meetings of the Task Force and subgroups. 

• Panicipants will enter into a dialogue that includes listening carefully, asking 
questions, and educating others regarding needs. The atmosphere will be problem 
solving, rather than stating positions. 

C. Role and responsibilities of the Chair 

• The Chair shall be in charge of the floor. 

• The Chair shall be empowered to make decisions on the relevance of issues proposed 
for the Task Force after discussion with the Task Force. 

• . The Chair and the facilitators shall be the designated spokespersons for the process 
and its progress. 

D. Role and responsibilities of the facilitators 

• The facilitators are impartial individuals who guide the process, including facilitating 
Task Force and subgroup meetings. 

• The responsibility of the facilitators is to keep the group focused on the agreed-upon 
task, co suggest alternative methods and procedures, and to encourage participation 
by all group members. 

• The facilitators assist .in the preparation of agendas. prepare meeting summaries. 
coordinate meeting logistics. and dr:.ift products :.ind reports of the Task Force: 

E. Role of the Negotiators 

• The negotiators are to hear wh:.it the Task Force is recommending ~hat is important 
for the negotiators to consider. to ask clarifying questions about those values and . 
principles, and would be expected to share any other principles that are emerging in 
the negotiations. 

• The negotiators will inform the Tank Waste Task Force of how the outcome of the 
negotiations has been affected by and reflects the values and principles identified by 

· the Task Force. 

• The negotiators will share any relevant information that emerges during the course of 
the negotiations. 
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F. Independence 

All programmatic direction to the Task Force will be given by the Task Force and an 
independent chair. The facilitation team for the project will operate independently to 
serve the Task Force process. In the spirit of this independence, the facilitmion team 
will: · 

• work with an independent chair to detennine agendas, 
• draw upon and acquire the services of independent technical experts, within the 

resources available, 
• draft all written reports of the Task Force. 

Westinghouse-Hanford Company will be responsible only for ensuring the logistical 
arrangements for the process and fiduciary accountability . 

G. -Meeting content 

• Meetings will be task oriented with specific agendas . . Agendas will describe the 
matter for discussion. the purpose of the discussion and provide such other 
information necessary to support informed discussion. 

• A draft agenda for the next session will be developed at the conclusion of each 
session. A copy of the draft agenda will be mailed to Task Force members at least 
seven days prior to the session. 

H. Communication durir:ig process 

• The Chair and the facilitators shall be the designated spokespersons for the process 
and its progress. 

• All of the individuals who are participating in the Task Force accept the 
responsibility to keep their associates and constituency groups infon:ned of the 
progress of the discussions and to seek advice and comments. 

• A joint statement suitable for discussio n with the media will be agreed to at the end 
of each joint meeting. When responding to the media, participants and facilitators 
shall respond within the spirit of the media statement agreed to at the conclusion of 
each session. 

• Participants will not characterize the motivations or values of any other participant or 
group in any discussions they have witb the media. 

• Participants agree that they will try to work out their differences at the table instead 
of in the media. 
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• The three parties commit to providing requested information and documents related 
to the work by the Task Force on a timely basis. 

I. Internal Decision-Making 

• Consensus is defined as agreement of all participants, and will be the method of 
determining Task Force agreement on issues. If needed, more formal procedures for 
decision-making would occur with the concurrence of the Task Force. 

• In the absence of consensus. the Task Force will report different perspectives held on 
the issue. 

• Disagreements will not be presented in terms of the members for or against. 

• There will be a single report encompassing both issues on which there is agreement 
and issues on which there are differing perspectives. All reportS will be reviewed and 
approved by the Task Force. 

J. Subgroups 

• Composition of subgroups, if established. will be balanced among the interests 
represented on the Task Force. The charge of the subgroups will be limited in scope 
and defined by the Task Force and may include refining issues, searching for data, 
identifying relevant experts and possibly presenting options for the Task Force to 
consider. 111e subgroups will not decide or recommend on behalf of the full Task 
Force. · 

K. Teams and Observers 

• Consistency a:t the table for the H:rnford Tank Waste Task Force is critical and an 
identified number of seats have been allocated for each participating government, 
agency, and interest group/constituency. Only one person can sit "at the table" for 
each seat. In the absence of a single person who can commit to attending all Task 
Force meetings. a single seat at the cable may be held by a "team" of two people. 
Both members of the team will be able co represent the participating government, 
agency, or interest group. Both members of each team can participate in Task Force 
and Subgroup Meetings. 

• Meetings of the Task Force will be open to the public and the media. 

• ·Observers will sit in chairs provided for observers. not at the table. At each meeting, 
a brief comment period will allow observers co offer comments related to issues at 
hand, subject to time limits as determined by the Chair. 
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L. Products 

• The final report of the process shall be approved by the Task Force. 

• The goal of the process is to develop a finite set of values to be considered by the 
three panics as they evaluate specific alternatives concerning the Tank Waste 
Remediation System, and to develop principles for assessing the tradeoffs that may 
occur between other aspects of the negotiation and the Tank Waste Remediation 
System. 
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Appendix C 
Letter of Commillnent 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

OFFICE OF TH E GOVER.'-JOR 
P.O. Bo.t ~000'2 • _O/i,mo,a. WJshington 9850-.-000'2 • 1 206) ,-3].i,780 

Tnank you for agreeing to serve on the Hanford Tank Waste Task Force. · Your work will profoundly 
aifect the region's future. Hanford has played a critical role in the nation's defense and the region's 
economy. We now face the expensive and unglamorous task of removing wastes and residual long­
term thre:its to public health and the environment. 

Tne Hanford Tri-Party Agreement provides a solid framework to move ahe:id. However, as we gain 
~xperiem;:e and knowledge, and as tbe nation confronts continuing budget deficits, we know we must 
:cplore changes and improvements to the Agreement and its schedules. 

Energy Secretary O'Le:iry and I agreed to consider several significant changes to the Tri-Party 
Agreement. Along with the Environmental Protection Agency, we're sending our negotiators to the · 
table. We all agree they must be guided by values that broadly represent the interested parries in tbe 
Northwest. Negotiated changes must be understood and accepted by the public. . 

In the next few months, you will be clarifying values. pushing the negotiators and experts for clear and 
focused answers to your questions and· concerns. and helping explain issues to the public at large. We 
.ire counting on you to play this vital role. 

I cannot stress too much the importance of maintaining the integrity of a murually-supported. 
erJorceable cleanup agreeme:-i_t. with committed actions and milestones. This is not only necessary to 
protect public health and the environment. it will also enable the Hanford site and its people to 
continue and expand their positive contribution to our region. 

You have taken on a very tough task. As you work with other Task Force members, know that tbe 
people of Washington appreciate what you're doing and want your group to succeed. I have directed 
Ecology and other state agencies to be attentive, responsive and supportive to you in your work. I will 
follow your deliberations with great interest. 

3ovemor 
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Appendix D 
Common Base of Information: 

Presenters and Topics 

May 27, 1993: 
Panel: "A Tank Waste Primer" 
Ron Gerton (US DOE Tank Farm Manager), Don Provost. Cvv A St. Ecology), 
Ralph Patt, (Oregon Dept. of Water Resources) 

June 16, 1993: 
Presentation: "Native American Treaty Rights" 
Prof. Ralph Johnson, of the University of Washington Law School 

Presentation: "Groundwater Contamination at the Hanford Site" 
Ralph Patt, hydrogeologist for Oregon Dept. of Water Resources' Hydrogeologist 

Presentations: "Tank Safety," "Tank Leaks," "Characteri7..ation," and 
"Transfer of Waste" 
Ron Gerton. USDOE Tank Farm Manager 

Presentation: "Waste Retrieval" and "Pretreatment" 
· Leif Erickson, USDOE 

Presentation: "Treatment of Tank Waste" 
Toby Michelena, Washington State Dept. of Ecology 

Presentation: 11 Disposition of Waste" 
Harry Hannon, Westinghouse-Hanford Company 

Commentary for rhe above presenrarions 0 11 rank wasre issues was provided by 
• Michael Gordon , Washington St:ne Dept. of Ecology, 
• Doug Sherwood, EPA, and 
• Prof. Robert Catlin of the Univ . of Texas at Houston and the National 

Academy of Sciences panel on tank safety. 

July 22, 1993: 
Panel on "Tank Safety" 
• Sonja Anderson , B.S. in chemistry and 7 years at Hanford 
• Dr. David Campbell , a member of USDOE's High-Level Tank Advisory 

Panel 
• Ron Gerton, USDOE Tank Farm Manager at Hanford 
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Panel: "The Role of Grout in the Disposition of Tank Waste" 
• George Sanders. USDOE 
• Todd Manin. Hanford Education Action League 
• Toby Michelena. Washington State Dcpl. of Ecology 

Panel: "Management Issues at Hanford" 
• Tom Perry. GAO 
• Terry Lash. consult~t 
• Randy Smith. EPA 
• Dan Silver. Ecology 
• John Wagoner. Hanford Sire Manager. USDOE 
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Appendix E- Meeting Summaries 

SUMMARY STATEMENT: 
HANFORD TANK WASTE TASK FORCE 

May 27 . 1993 8 :30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. 
Pasco Red Lion, Pasco, WA 

The Hanford Tank. Waste Task. Force held its first meeting at the Pasco Red Lion on May 
27, 1993 from 8:45 am to 4:30 pm. The Task Force was convened by the U.S. 
Department of Energy (US DOE), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) to assist in planning crucial 
aspects of Hanford's cleanup. Members of the Task Force represent tribal, state, and 
local governments , advisory groups from Washington and Oregon , public health, 
agriculture, economic development/business interes ts, environmental gro_ups, labor and 
interest groups related to Hanford. 

The meeting was convened by the Chair. Mark Drummond, President of Eastern 
Washington Univ~rsity , who welcomed participants and offered his perspective on the 
tasks and challenges facing the Task Force . Members of the Task Force briefly 
introduced themselves and the constituencies they represent and indicated the interests 
and concerns they bring to the table. 

Remarks were then offered by Phil Hamric , Deputy Manager of USDOE's Richland 
operations, by Dan Silver, Assistant Director for Hazardous and Solid Waste for the State 
of Washington, and by Randy Smith, Director of the Hazardous Waste Division for 
EPA's Region X. They explained the context within which the Task Force was being 
created; expressed the appreciation of their respective agencies to Task Force members; 
and expressed their commitment to lis ten to and to use the products developed by the 
Task Force in the current renegotiations of the Tri-Party Agreement. 

The Task Force then reviewed and di scussed the suggested process, the draft charter and 
draft ground rules. Revised copies of the charter and groundrules will be sent out for 
final review and comments to the Task Force in advance of the next meeting. A 
subgroup will work with the facilitators at a meeting on Thursday, June 3 at the Pasco 
Red Lion to develop a framework for understanding alternatives to address tank waste. 

After lunch, the Task Force heard presentations on the history, current status and issues 
of concern related to tank waste. Presenters included Ron Gerton, Director for USDOE 

· of H"anford's Tank Waste Storage Divis ion, Don Provost, consultant to the Washington 
State Dept. of Ecology, and Ralph Patt. hydrogeologist for Oregon's Water Resources 
Dept. Members of the Task Force then had an opportunity to ask questions about the 
tank waste system and related issues . 
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Following a break. the lead negotiators for each of the three parties in the current Tri­
Party Negotiations were introduced. They were Jim Bauer for USDOE. George Hofer 
for EPA. and Roger Stanley for Washington State. TI1ey explained briefly what they 
hoped to get from the Task Force as they proceed through the negotiations and responded 
to questions from Task Force members. 

The agenda for the Task Force's next meeting on Wednesday and Thursday, June 16- 17 
at the Shilo Rivershore. was discussed. A summary statement of the meeting was read. 
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm. 
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SUMMARY STATEMENT: 
HANFORD TANK WASTE TASK FORCE 

June 16.1993, 9:00am-7:40pm 
Shilo Inn - Riversh ore . Richland. WA 

APPENDIX E 

The Hanford Tank Waste Task Force held its second meeting at the Shilo Inn -
Rivershore in Richland, WA on June 16 and 17. 1993 . 

The meeting on June 16 was convened at 9:00 am by the Chair. Mark Drummond, 
President of Eastern Washington Univers ity. who welcomed participants. Task Force 
members introduced themselves. Mr. Drummond indicated that the purpose of the two­
day meeting was twofold: to provide a common info rmation base to the Task Force 
regarding the tank waste system and to provide the negotiators with values to use in 
considering tank waste options. 

The facilitators briefly reviewed the agenda and process for the meeting. Task Force 
members were asked for comments on the draft summary of the May 27 Task Force 
meeting. As there were no comments. the summary was approved. The changes to the 
Charter and Groundrules were reviewed and. as amended, were approved. 

·Toe Task Force then heard two presentations on si te-wide issues that are related to the 
ultimate disposition of tank waste . Prof. Ralph Johnson of the University of Washington 
Law School spoke about Native American treaty rights as they relate to the Hanford site. 
Ralph Patt, hydrogeologist for the State of Oregon!s Water Resources Dept.. provided 
information about groundwater issues at Hanford . Members of the Task Force had an 
opportunity to ask questions and offer co mments. 

The remainder of the meeting was devoted to fu rther developing a common information 
base about tank wa~te issues. A framework fo r understand ing the issues, prepared by the 
facilitation team in consultation with the Frame work Subgroup. was described. It 
identified the following steps in addressi ng tank waste : tank safety; tank leaks; managing 
the waste; pretreatment: treatment: and dispositio n of the waste . For each stage in the 
framework , there was a presentati on wi th commentary by a panel of experts and an 
opportunity for Task Force members to ask questions. Presenters included Ron Gerton, 
USDOE, Leif Erickson. USDOE, Toby Michelena of Washington State Dept. of 
Ecology, and Harry Harmon of Westinghouse -Hanford Company. Panel participants 
included Robert Catlin, Un iversity ofTe xas at Houston and Academy of Sciences panel 
mer:nber; Mike Gordon of the Washington State Dept. of Ecology, and Doug Sherwood, 
of EPA. 

Task Force members also worked in a series of small groups to develop statements that 
identified the biggest problems to be resolved at each step in the process of addressing 
the tank waste. After dinner. the facilitators briefly explained how, overnight, they 
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would consolidate the work done in the small groups and described the process that will 
bridge between the problem statements developed during the first day of the meeting and 
the values work to be done on the second day. 

Mark Drummond expressed his appreciation to the Task Force for the members' hard 
work through a long day and reminded them of the 8:00 am start time for Tirnrsday's ·· 
Task Force meeting. He adjourned the meeting at 7:40 pm. 
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SUMMARY STATEMENT: 
HANFORD TANK WASTE TASK FORCE 

June 17, 1993, 8:00 am - 2:40 pm 
Shilo Inn - Rivershore , Richland, WA 

APPEND/XE 

The Hanford Tank Waste Task Force met on June 17, 1993, at 8:00 am at the Shilo Inn -
Rivershore in Richland, WA for the second day of a two-day meeting. 

The Chair, Mark Drummond. convened the meeting and invited Task Force members to 
introduce themselves and to comment on the work of the Task Force to date. 

The facilitators then reviewed the agenda and process for that would be used for 
identifying and describing their values relative to different aspects of tank waste issues. 
Task Force members worked first individually. then in groups of 2 and 3, and finally in 
five small groups. The purpose of this work was for Task Force members to identify 
what they each consider to be the most important problem to be solved relative to tank 
waste and the values they hold relative to the problem. They also looked at linkages to 
other facets of the framework. Each of the five small groups reported the key themes 
from its discussions and members of the Task Force had an opportunity to ask clarifying 
questions and to comment. · 

It was agreed that the issue of tank safety ·would be considered further at the July Task 
Force meeting before the Task Force would identify values relative to tank safety. It was 
also agreed that management issues would be addressed at the July meeting. 

It was noted that the Principles Subgroup will meet at the Pasco Red Lion on Thursday, 
June 24, 1993 from 9:00 am to 4:00 pm. 

Following lunch. the lead negotiators. Jim Bauer for USDOE, George Hofer for EPA and 
Max Power on behalf of.Roger Stanley. Washington State Dept. of Ecology, spoke 
briefly about the ideas they were taking away from the work the Task Force had done to 
date. They each complimented the Task Force for its hard work during the two-day 
meeting. Task Force members then asked questions of the negotiators and offered 
comments and concerns. 

The agenda for the July 22-23 Task Force meeting at the Tower Inn was described. 
Members who will need overnight accommodations were urged to make reservations as 
earty as possible. 

A summary of the two-day meeting was read. The meeting adjourned at 2:40 pm. 
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SUMMARY STATEMENT: 
HANFORD TANK WASTE TASK FORCE 

July 22. 1993. 9:00 AM - 6: 16 PM 
Tower Inn. Rich land. WA 

The Hanford Tank Waste Task Force met for the first day of a two-day meeting at the 
Tower Inn in Richland on Thursday, July 22. 1993. The meeting was convened at 9:00 
AM by the Task Force Chair. Mark Drummond. 

The purpose of the meeting was to hear a report from the negotiators on how the tank 
waste values product is influencing the negotiations: to further develop a common base 
of information related to tank safety. management issues . arid the role of grout in the 
disposition of tank waste; and to-identify principles for the overall Tri-Party Agreement 
package. 

Following a review of the process for the two-day meeting and the day's agenda~ there 
was a report from each of the lead negotiators for the three panies: George Hofer for 
EPA, Roger Stanley for the Washington State Dept. of Ecology. and Jim Bauer for 
USDOE. TI1e Task Force had an opportunity to ask questions about the· way the Task 
Force's values are being used in the negotiations. · 

A panel on tank safety issues was convened after a break. Panel panicipants included 
Sonja Anderson, who has a B.S. in chemistry and broad experience in process 
chemistry/chemical engineering over the past 25 years. Dr. David Campbell, a member 
of USDOE's High-Level Tank Advisory Panel. and Ron Gerton. US DOE Tank Farm 
Manager at Hanford. The Task Force asked 4uestions of the presenters_. 

After lunch, there was a brief discussio n of defi nitions of categories of waste and a panel 
to discuss the role of grout in the dispos ition of tank waste. Panel panicipants were 
George Sanders, USDOE Grout Branch Manager. Todd Martin of the Hanford Education 
Action League, and Toby Michelena. Technology Assessment Unit Supervisor for the 
Washington State Dept. of Ecology. · 

This was followed by a panel on management issues . Presenters included Tom Perry of 
the General Accounting Office. Dr. Terry Lash. an independent management consultant, 
Randy Smith of EPA, Dan Silver of Ecology. and John Wagoner, US DOE Manager of 
the Hanford site . The presenters focused on issues they felt should be addressed to 
ensure a successful cleanup of the site. 

The negotiators and members of the Task Force then identified a list of dilemmas or "big 
ticket" items in the negotiations for Task Force members to discuss on the second day of 
the meeting and to clarify their values fo r the negotiators. 
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A discussion paper on principles for the Tri-Party Agreement was. distributed to the Task 
Force. The paper was prepared by the facilitation team in consultation with the 
Principles Subgroup which met on June 24. It was to be the basis for the discussion of 
principles for the package on the second day of the meeting. 

Task Force members were invited to stay after the close of the meeting for an informal 
informational session offered by the Dept. of Energy. Topics for additional information 
included monitoring, emergency preparedness . and the vortex melter system. 

The meeting adjourned at 6: 15 PM. 
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SUMMARY STATEMENT: 
HANFORD TANK WASTE TASK FORCE 

July 23. 1993. 8:30 AM - 4:00 PM 
Tower Inn. Richland. WA 

The Hanford Tank Waste Task Force met for the second day of a two-day meeting on 
Friday, July 23. 1993. The Chair convened the meeting at 8:45 AM . TI1e purpose of the 
meeting was to further develop ·the values product and to identify principles for the 
overall Tri-Party Agreement package. He reviewed the groundrules for decision-making: 
Following a brief discussion. it was agreed that Hanford Watch and Columbia River 
United would have separate seats at the _ ta_ble rather than sharing a seat as a team. 

After the process for the day and the agenda were reviewed. the Task Force had a 
discussion of 4 key issues from the preceding day's work: "getting on it" . technological 
development, the character of the waste . and transportation._ It was agreed that language 
relative to these issues as well as a preamble for the group's work would be drafted and 
reviewed by the Task Force '. 

After lunch, the Task Force reviewed a_nd revised the draft language and the preamble 
drafted by a subgroup of the Task Force . The T ask Force approved the values product 
by consensus. 

The Task Force then turned to a discussion of princ iples for the overall Tri-Party · 
Agreement package. using a discuss ion paper prepared by the facilitation team in 
consultation with the Princ iples Subgroup . 

171e Task Force reviewed and re vised the language in the document. It was agreed that a 
· subgroup would meet on August 6 at the Pasco Reel Lion at 9:00 AM to further develop 

the principles for the package . All Task Force members were invited to participate at the 
meeting or to call the facilitators with the ir comments . 

Topics for the September 9 agenda were identi fi ed. The Draft Report outline was 
reviewed. It was agreed the negoriators would identify issues where they need additional 
clarification in advance of the September 9 meeting so the Task Force would come 
prepared to discuss them. 

There was a brief discussion of five public meetings on the negotiations scheduled 
between August 16 and 24th in Washington and Oregon and the role of Task Force 
members at those meetings. A question was raised about scheduling a tour of the tank 
farms. It was agreed the Dept. of Energy would work with the interested parties to 
schedule the tour. 
The meeting adjourned at 3:55 PM. 
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SUMMARY ST A TEMENT: 
HANFORD TANK WASTE TASK FORCE 

September 9. 1993, 9:00 AM - 5:00 PM 
Tower Inn, Richland, WA 

APPENDIX E 

The Hanford Tank Waste Task Force met on Thursday, September 9, 1993, at the Tower 
Inn in Richland. Mark Drummond. the Chair of the Task Force, convened the meeting at 
9:00 AM. The purpose of the meeting was to hear a report from the negotiators on how 
the Task Force values and principles products are influencing the negotiations, to 
complete the Task Force report, and to cone! ude the work of the Task Force. 

After the process for the day and the agenda were reviewed, the lead negotiators for 
USDOE. EPA, and Washington State Department of Ecology gave a report on the status 
of the negotiations an~ how the Task Force's values and principles were influencing the 
negotiations. George Hofer of EPA reported on tentative agreements in the area of 
environmental restoration: Jim Bauer of USDOE described tentative agreements 
regarding administration of the Tri-Party Agreeme_nt: and Roger Stanley of Ecology 
reported on tentative agreements in the Tank Waste Remediation System as well as areas 
where agreement had not yet been reached. 

At the end of the presentations, Task Force members had an opportunity to review a 
handout prepared by the facilitation team that described tentative agreements that had 
been made by the negotiators in relation to the Task Force's values and principles. ~e 
Task Force then broke into four small groups _to discuss their impressions of the 
negotiators' status report and to identify key questions they wanted the negotiators to 
respond to. At the conclusion of the small groups . a representative from each group 
reported on the comments , issues. and questions that were raised in their respective 
groups. The negotiators then responded to those questions. 

Steve Cowan of USDOE Headquarters and Jeff Breckel of the State of Washington posed 
two key issues facing the negotiators : 

1) whether the negotiations should strive to move forward on all fronts at once or 
should focus and prioritize: and 

2) how the negotiators should think about tradeoffs in light of budget constraints. 
Task Force members were asked to think about these issues over lunch for discussion in 
the afternoon. 

Before the Task Force adjourned for lunch , Phil Hamric announced that he would be 
leaving Hanford to become site manager at Fernald near Cincinnati, Ohio, and that this 
would be his last meeting with the Task Force. After introducing his replacement, Ron 
Izatt, he expressed his appreciation to the Task Force for the time, effort, and 
contributions its members had made to the negotiations the three parties were engaged in. 
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Dan Silver of Ecology paid tribute to Mr. Hamric for the role Mr. Hamric had played in 
changing the relationship between US DOE and the State of Washington and said that Mr. 
Hamric would be missed. While noting that these had been "good-faith" negotiations, he 
cautioned that there might not be an agreement. and if one is achieved. it would not be 
possible to produce an agreement that would include all that Task Force members would 
like. 

After lunch, Task Force members had an opportunity to offer their perspectives on the 
key issues the negotiators were facing. The Task Force then reviewed and revised the 
draft Report section by section. The Task Force approved the amended Report by 
consensus. It was agreed that the facilitators would revise the draft and send a final draft 
to the Task Force for review. After receiving the revised Draft, Task Force members 
will have two days to call in their comments prior to the Report's being finalized. 

TheTask Force then discussed several issues related to future public involvement. It was 
agreed that the facilitators would check on dates for future public involvement meetings 
on the draft Agreement and would select a date in advance of those meetings for the Task 
· Force to reconvene, probably in mid October. There was also a discussion of efforts that 
the Dr. Dummond would undertake to publicize the Task Force's work when the Report 
is issued in the latter part of September. 

Following a break, Site Manager John Wagoner expressed his appreciation to the Task 
Force for its hard work, for its useful and cogent thoughts and ideas, and for the values 
and prin.ciples provided to the negotiators. He committed to reporting to the Task Force 
at the end of the negotiations on how the three parties used the Task. Force's advice. 

George Hofer, speaking for EPA. expressed his agreement with Mr. Wagoner's remarks 
and indicated that the Task Force had given the negotiators courage and heart to make 
hard choices and significant changes in direction in their negotiations. · · 

Dan Silver, speaking for Ecology. also expressed his appreciation and said that Ecology 
looked forward to conticued public participation . The Task Force's Report, he said, 
would be a foundation for the future Site Specific Advisory Board. 

The facilitators then thanked the Task Force and the numerous individuals who gave so 
much of their time and energy to the process . Finally , Dr. Drummond thanked the Task 
Force and the facilitators and adjourned the meeting at 5:00 pm. 
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Appendix F 

Task Force Values: 
Key Themes From Small Groups, Problem Statements, 

Individual Perspectives, and Individual Worksheets 

This Appendix includes the interim products developed by the Task Force as it undertook 
to identify values relative to tank waste . It begins with a description of the process by 
which the Task Force identified its values. These products include: 

• Key Themes from Small Groups (from June 17). This contains one section for each 
of the following framework steps of the Tank Waste Remediation System: tank leaks, 
managing the waste, pretreatment. treatment. and .disposition of waste. These themes 

. represent areas of agreement reached in each of the five small groups. 
• Problem Statements (from small group work on June 16). The Task Force considers 

the "problem statements" critical to understanding the values identified in Chapter 2. 
These problem statements are listed by framework step. Problem st~tements that fit 
into no single framework step are listed under Overall Considerations. These 
problem statements became the basis for the values work on June 17. 

• Individual Perspectives on "most imponant problems" and "most important values" 
(from June 17). The summary of perspectives was prepared by the facilitation team, 
based;.ipon the individual worksheets. These perspectives were the basis for small 
group discussion on June 17. 

• Individual Worksheets (matrices completed individually on June 17). These 
worksheets were used by Task Force members to identify what they considered to be 
the most imponant problem relative to tank waste and the most imponant value they 
herd relative to the problem. Linkages to other parts of the system are indicated by 
arrows. These matrices formed the basis for the small group discussions and 
individual perspectives of June 17 . 

A. PROCESS 

The values presented in Chapter 2 of this Report were developed in a process that began 
on June 16 and 17 at a two-day Task Force meeting and continued through August. The 
process of developing values included, first, hearing about key aspects of tank waste 
issu~s; second, identifying problems and most important problems in the tank waste 
system; third, identifying values related to the problems; fourth, selecting key themes in 
the values; and fifth, identifying broad, overarching issues and specific implementation­
related values. 
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To be sure that the values articulated were grounded in current realities at the Hanford 
site. the Task Force began its work by learning about key aspects of tank waste issues. 
Information was provided through a series of presentations and technical panels that 
addressed the following topics associated with the Tank Waste Remediation System: 

• Tank Leaks (resolving tank leaks and containing leaked wastes) 
• Managing Tank Waste (characterization, retrieval, and transfer) 
• Pretreatment (no separation. minimum separation. advanced separation. extensive 

separ.i.tion. or conversion to interim waste form) 
• Treatment (grout. vitrification. ceramics. and/or calcine) 
• Disposition of Waste (storage. transportation , and disposal) 
• Tank Safety 
• Management of the Site 
• Training 

After hearing about the issues and challe nges at each step in addressing tank waste. Task 
Force members divided into small groups. ind ividually identified what they perceived to 
be the "two most important problems at each step in addressing the waste, and then had 
discussions in the small groups about the problems identified. These problem statements 
were compiled by the facilitators and became the basis for the next step in identifying 
values. 

Task Force members were then asked to review the full list of problem statements and to 
select the single mosr imporranr problem the y saw in the Tank Waste Remediation 
System as a whole . They were asked to write down that problem statement on a special 
matrix worksheet adjacent to the point in the process (e.g .. tank leaks. managing tank 
waste) where that problem was likel y to occur. After identifying their 1nost important 
problem. they were asked to identi fy the ir most important value relative to addressing 
that problem. In identifying the value. Task Force members could either select from 
among five evaluation factors (timin g. cost. fea sib ility . the environment. health and 
safety) or else they could add additio nal facto rs. 

The Task Force then di',l..jded in.to fiv e sma ll gro ups. one for each step in the system. 
(Discussion of a sixth step . tank safety. was deferred.) Task Force members went to the 
group that focused on the step where the ir mos t import:rnt problem occurred. Each group 
had a discussion of the values that group members identified for that step in the system. 
TI1ey also discussed the linkages they saw to other aspects of the system and their values 
relative to addressing these linkages. Each of the small groups reported its results to the 
Task Force as a whole, identifying key themes that emerged. 

In preparing a draft summary of the values identified by the Task Force, the facilitators 
compiled the individual worksheets. summarized the small group discussions. and 
identified themes that emerged from the small group and plenary discussions. 

A Subgroup of the Task Force met on June 24 and reviewed the draft summary of values. 
The Subgroup felt that the problem statements were critical to understanding and 
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grounding the values. TI,e Subgroup also added language to clarify the problem 
statements and their relationship to the values . As a result, the problem statements 
became an integral part of the Summary of Task Force Values. This Summary of Task 
Force Values was provided to the lead negotiators for the three agencies and to the Task 
Force on July 1, 1993. 

On July 23, the lead negotiators reported to the Task Force on how the draft values 
product was influencing the negotiations and indicated areas where they needed 
additional clarification of the Task Force 's values. The Task Force then reviewed the 
draft Summary of Task Force Values and further defined the values. At the end of the 
discussion, the Task Force authorized the facilitators to make the changes agreed upon 
and approved the values product. 

Following the July 23 meeting. the facilitators revised the Summary of Task Force 
Values based on the changes agreed to on July 23 and sent them to the Task Force for 
review. These changes were then reviewed and discussed by the Principles Subgroup on 
August 6. 
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B. KEY THEMES FROM SMALL GROUPS 

Each of the following small group repons summarizes the key themes that emerged 
during the June 17 small group discussions . These results represent agreement among, 
the Task Force members who were in the smu/1 group that discussed that step. The 
number of participants in each small group varied from 2 to 7 because members 
themselves chose the step where they saw the most important problem. The different 
formats of the summaries reflect the different styles of the small group facilitators. 

TANK LEAKS 

WHAT 
Tank leaks need to be stopped and prevented. 

WHEN 
NOW. 

WHY 

HOW . 

WHO 

Because of the need to protect the environment and thereby the Native 
American treaty rights and crusts . 

By using best available technology - the choice of which should not be 
limited by the repository reljuirement - and which must result in 
retrievable. reprocessable products as this relates-co eliminating tank leaks. 

TI1is should be done in :.i management system that is effective and 
responsive to leaks :ind potential leaks in a timely way. TWRS should be 
based on an economic assessment that reflect<; life cycle costs and other 
factors. (For example. potential cos ts of a repository should not hold up a 
decision on leaks. and cost of land should be a consideration.) 

All this should be done without diminishing effons to develop or refine 
technology suitable for addressing either tank leaks or tank management, 
pretreatment. treatment or disposition . 
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. 
MANAGING TANK WASTE 

GET ON WITH: 

• Building infrastructure to characterize waste 

• So you can stabilize. 

• With HEAL TH and SAFETY and ENVIRONMENT as the driving force . 

• If you learn about pretreatment. great. 

• But pretreatment should not drive characterization. 

OVERARCHING NEEDS 

• ACCOUNTABILITY 

• CANDOR 

• OPENNESS 
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PRETREATMENT 

TIMING 

• Start now with existing technology to go to the final waste fonn as soon as 
possible. 

• Ljnka::e: Assumptions about disposition of wastes at Yucca Mountain 
shouldn't dominate decisions about other steps in the TWRS framework. 

• .!&lli: Take simple steps co yield double-shell tank space for tank transfers. 

OVERARCHING MANAGEMEVT AND BUDGET ISSUES 

• 171e small group prefers spending on real cleanup now, not technology 
development. pretreatment. or studies. • 

• Focus spending on the final waste form. not technological development 

• Spending for high tech pretreatment .!.!llLS1 yield benefits for the ultimate waste 
form. · 

ENVIRONMENT AND DISPOSITION 

• Strive for a high performance lo w level waste form that is· retrievable. 

HEALTH AND SAFETY 

• TWRS needs a higher priority on funding and oversight for health and safety, 
particularly in relation to tank farm workers. 

• 
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TREATMENT 

FUNDING: 

• 111ere's a concern that funding will run out if there is not demonstrated 
progress on the cleanup. 

• 111ere's a concern that money is not bei ng used effectively, and in some cases, 
is politically driven. 

TRANSPORTATION: 

• It is a waste of money to study transferring waste for treatment away from the 
Hanford site. It diverts money that could be spent cleaning up. 

• Transportation increases the risk to public/worker health and safety and the 
environment. Therefore, minimizing transportation will reduce risks to 
public/worker health and safety and to the environment. 

RETRIEV ABILITY: 

• Monitored retrievable storage is desi rable . 

RISK: 

• Stabilized waste reduces risk to public/worker health ·and safety and the 
environment:- · 

• Hanford (only) waste in stab ili zed fo rm should be stored at Hanford pending 
ultimate disposition. 
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DISPOSITION OF WASTE 

In discussing the various paths people selected. sever:i.l themes emerged. The mos; 
important theme is that the design route keeps in mind the ultimate go:i.1 of safe and 
proper storage/disposal of the waste as each phase of the TWRS is implemented. 

This design system at each point reflected the following values: 

• Protect the environment. worker and public health. 

• Assume temporary storage will occur at Hanford but don 't assume that all 
r.idionuclides should be here fo rever. 

• Minimize the land devoted to accomp lish the cleanup. 

• Pick availab-te technology and get on with it. 

• Do enough R & D so that improvements can be made over the life of the 
cleanup. 

Tank leaks were seen as a somewhat separate problem from the other step~ in the 
framework. The problem with tank leaks is that the leaks are impacting the 
environment now. Most, but not all. believed these leaks could :i.lso eventually have 
harmful worker/public health impacts. The value of timing and getting on with 
addressing the risk was generally shared. In terms of feasibility, selections of 
technological options should address the leaks without the option creating new 
dilemmas for the remediation problem of the tanks. 
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C. PROBLEM STATEMENTS 

The problems reported in this section were identified by the Task Force on June 16 after 
the Task Force heard presentations relative to tank leaks, managing the waste, 
pretreatment, treatment and disposition . Work ing in small groups. Task Force members 
wrote down the two most important problems they saw at each step in the process of 
addressing tank waste. They discussed the problems and then clustered them under the 
following headings : health and safety , timing, fea sib ility, cost, environment and 
management. Problems that did not fit into the clusters are included but are not 
underlined. Finally. problems that did not fa ll into the above categories are grouped 
together at the end of this section under "Overall Considerations." 

Sentences under each heading that precede the pro blem statements were added as 
clarification by the Principles Subgroup on June 24. 1993. 

TANK LEAKS 

· It is important to recognize that preventing new leaks and taking action now (as 
described below) are two different issues. · 

Double-shell tank capacity is important: si mpler sol utions are preferred. 

"Get on with it" means to use simple, env irom:1en tall y-sound, available, less-costly 
solutions. It reflects a sense of urgency and a desi re for reasonable study, then for 
progress (action ). 

Health and Safety 

Timing 

No entries 

Prevent New Leaks 
Prevent new leaks 
Remove liquids 
Pump tanks; problem in leaking tanks 
Remove liquids 
Contaminated soil under leaking tanks 

Take Action on Tank Leaks Now 
Tanks wastes won't be retrieved soon; there will be more leaks 
There are no subsurface barriers 
Retrieval delay 
Cost vs . time on emptyi ng tanks 
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F easibiliry 

Cost 

Lack of Data 
Lack of data to judge urgency 
Lack of confidence in data 

Effectiveness of Posr-Ls:ak Measures 
Barriers recovery; how to judge ~he relative ability of either to solve 

problem 
Burrier technology and prevention of leaks 
Containment 

Need Stora~e Capacitv 
Double Shell capacity 
Tank space 

In frasrmcture 
Need accurate and timely monitoring data 
Immediate action on tank problems 
Monitoring capability 
Complete characterization of tank contents 

Leak Priority 
Do we kno_w the real character of the leaks? 
To prevent leaks and act when detected; need ramp up of leak detection, 

monitoring; space in double-shell tanks should be available • 
Leak Solutions 

More options put on table 
Barriers are good idea - how fast compared to removal cost comparison. 

Do we do both '? 
More tanks: inadequate storage: stop leakers 
Can all the materials be transfeITed to "better" tanks? 

_ Money: We Need a Dec ision Process 
Funding driven by politics. not science 
Ditto 
USDOE's lack of commitment to funding 
Faster. more efficient productivity 
More double-shell tanks now 

Environment 
Integration Pro~rnm and Goals 

Land use impact on ground water 
Integration of leak mitigates with effluent stream deposition 
Include surrounding environment as part of the waste tank problem and 

solution 
Prioritize towards final sol utions (i.e. processing and ultimate disposal) 
Lack of integration with other tank programs (pretreatment, disposal, etc.) 
Cleanup of tank leaks (post) management de~ontamination & 
decommissioning 
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Keep in Minct 
When transferring to new storage (liquids) establish in geographic areas of 

least importance in terms of wildlife habitat 

Ma11ageme11t 
Information - Communication, No PR 

lnfonnation available 

~ 

Information management/presentation 
Transmit infonnation to community in "user friendly" manner 
Magnitude of disaster if Columbia River contamination is not recognized 
Access to facts/information in a timely manner 

Resolution of potential for leaks (near-term) until cleanup can occur 
Not waiting until "best" technology c:in be developed (time): more double 

shell tanks 
Stop current leakers 
Prevent future leakers 

Mana~ement Strncture 
Need competitive, open process for technologies resolving tank waste 

release threats 
Publicly accountable for performance 
Lack of documentation necessary to effectively and quickly identify and 

characterize new leaking tanks · 
Process for detennination of where resources to upgrade infrastructure to 

deal with tank safety problems: tanks transfer and additional tank 
capacity 

MANAGING TANK WAS.TE 

Characterization is not the only priority . There are immediate health and environmental 
risks that need to be addressed. Infrastructure upgrades are important. We need to make 
progress on all fronts at-once. 

Health and Safe()' 

~ 

Timing 

How to assure worker/public health safety 
If we haven't characterized the waste, how do we know the real risk? 

Characterization 
Need for accelerated improved characterization 
Adequate characterization 
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F easibiliry 

Cosr 

Managini: Tank Space 
Need to prioritize tank usage and minimize waste 
How to assure ade4uate DST waste space 
Consider side wastes 

Infrasm1cmre 
Lack of infrastructure 
Infrastructure outdated 
Too Little Research and Development 
Move ahead with what we know - store it until later 
Need to upgrade infrastructure 
FIT management of waste with waste from D&D 
Lack of tank capacity · 

Retrieval Technologv 
Retrieval methods may cause more leaks (barriers?) 
Retrieval generates more waste scream 
Use barrier techniques to speed retrieval of tank waste 
Immature retrieval technology 
Look at available technology around us - don't be intimidated by 

repository issue (the unknown-) 
Double-shell tank space is short but capacity will be used for non-tank safety 

liquids 
Prioritize space for single-she ll tan ks - appl y waste minimization site-wide 

Characterization 
Program is costly and not produc tive 

£11viro11me11t 
No entries 

· Management 
Emer~encv Plaflfling 

Adequate emergency response 
Emergency management pl ans muse be put in place 
Prioritization of infr.i.structure and safety culture upgrades - both must be 

high priorities and protected above hi-tech investment 
Consider tank waste ·and that which has leaked out as one unit 

PRETREATMENT 

The high cost of high tech pretreatment and R&D threatens funding for higher 
performance low-level waste form. vitrification . and clean up. 
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Health and Safety 

Safety 
Safety in treatment characterization 

Timing 
Get on With It 

Use best available technology - get on with it 
Resistance to use available technology 
Need to reduce delays and rely on known techno_logies 
How to allow greatest flexibility and short start-up time 
Too many choices 

Pretreatment is prioritv # I 
How to weigh time '? How long a delay for design is acceptable to get 

what benefit? 
Feasihiliry 

Cost 

Poor waste character 
Poor infrastructure 
Technoloi;y Doubts _ 

Doubtful that advanced separations will ever work 
Don't develop wastes that have to be dealt with later 
Use existing technology - keep it simple and cheap 
Fewer Steps = fewer risks, fewer delays, fewer emissions, fewer (lower) capital 

costs 
Are we confident of the feasib ility of the different pretreatment technologies and 

risks? · 
Decisions to date driven by goal of minimizing canisters of high level waste and 

decision criteria found 3 ways out of 18 to count that - public willing to 
store canisters here 

Fluctuating budget restraints 
Transportation and Cost 

Transport 
How to minimize shi pment to reposi tory and consideration of repository 

c~ts 
Huge capital cost for pretreatment jeopardizes cost for vitrification and .other 

priorities (including ER , Tank Safety) 
E11viro11me11t 

No New Waste/Contamination 

Ma11ageme11t 

Elimination of new hazardous wastes 
Creation of new wastes 
Reduce the waste volume because we probably will have to keep our own 
No further ground water contamination through pretreatment 

No Entries 

6 
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TREATMENT 

171e fonn for long-tenn storage and storage facilities needs to be based on the principle 
of accepting the fact that interim storage. at least. of the waste will occur for the 
foreseeable future at Hanford. 

Health a11d safety 

Timi11g 

Safest Waste fonn 
Need to emphasize/ensure retrievability 
Need to emphasize use of "best waste form " and reduction of additional 

contamination/harm 
How to assure long-term public health and safety 

Unknowns 
If we i.lfe unsure of the tech nology and outcomes of treatment. we must be 

concerned about the lo ng- tenn public health concerns 
What happens if none of the treatm_ent works? 

Get on With It 
Use best available technology 
Resistance to use available technology 

Stabilization 
Proof that hot rads can be stabi li zed using vitrification 
Provides stabilization at reasonable cost to public 
Process provides stabilization soon . and will be long tenn 
Stabilization of waste is-a p1iority ASAP 

F easihility 

Cost 

Unknown s 
Limited options 
Too many unknowns 
Unknown do llars availabl e 
How to reduce transport and J.s sure low environmental impacts from 

treatment 
No place to ship to 

Retrievable 
If vitrification. no super vi tr ificat io n - small melters only! 

No Entries . hut see the enrries for Prerreatment 

£11viro11me11t 
Waste Minimizgrion 

Creation of new waste 
Treatment may create more was te to soil column - must minimize 
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On-Site Treatment 
Done at Hanford. not shipped off-site until treatment complete 

Ma11ageme11t 
No Entries 

DISPOSITION OF WASTE 

The form for long-tenn storage and storage facilities needs to be based on the principle 
of accepting the fact that interim storage. at least. of the waste will occur for the 
foreseeable future at Hanford. 

Training for everyone who will be on the site is critically important. 

Health and safety 

Timing 

Transportation 
Transportation impacts 
Transportation safety issues (accidents, proliferation) 
Minimize transport! which lowers overall risk! 

Retrievabi Ii ty 
Retrievability is a need 

We will store waste long time here ; how do we minimize short and long term 
risks? 

No Entries 

Feasibility 
HLW/Yucca'? 

No commitment to a pennanent waste disposal facility 
How to r~duce transport and assure safe on-site storage 
How to assure pennanent disposal 
Need to accept reality of Yucca Mountain and plan with expectation of 

long-term retrievable storage at Hanford 
High level waste stored safely until shipped to repository 
Can't rely on off-site disposal · 
Too far out on horizon 

Low level waste 
Character of waste stored on site needs (safe) 
"Safe" LL W disposed of on-site in the 200 Area 

Need to minimize irreversible/irretrievable disposal 
Resistance to use available technology 
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Cost 

Inrei;r;uion 
Integrate disposition with other waste sites (perfonnance) 
Integrate TWRS with repository and MRS in a systems evaluation 
Integrated strategy for disposition of all waste 
Don't let volume of waste generated and storage of it drive technology 

bein!! looked at for deal in I! with it - -
In modeling technology - do not assume repository capacity or use 

$ Land Yaiue 
Need to c~pture full value of land costs 

E11viro11me11t 
On-Site Storn~e 

Monitored Retrievable Storage for "on-site waste only" as a viable option 
Above-ground storage high level waste but set limits on how long we 

keep the long tenn high level waste 
Need to act "as if' waste is here forever (repository is assumption) 

Long-term stability of Jaw level waste 
Grout doesn 't adequately protect public, workers and environment 
Reduction of waste volume (grout is issue here) 
Stay within the 200 Area with waste 
Minimizing use of land for disposal 

If MRS site is at Hanford. no outside waste will be accepted 
Minimize irreversible. irretrievable disposals and use of land for disposal · 

Managemem 
No Entries 

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS 

These problem statements did not fi t under :my one of the five framework steps. Rather, 
they reflect ideas held by Task Force members about how the Tank Waste Remediation 
System as a whole should be managed . 

Health and safety 
No entries 

Timi11g 
· Technolo~y 

Use available technology and begin now 
Tendency to investigate new technology 
Minimize technical development 
Learn from others but don 't wait 
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Time factor 
Small instead of large facilities 
Don't let total needed treatment constrain start of treatment 

TechnolO!;Y 

APPENDIX F 

Not all technology is good. Don't necessarily develop just because we ·can 
conceive of it (ramifications for future). 

Use best A Y AILABLE treatment for low-level waste 

F easibiliry 

Cost 

Concern for chemicals (volume) needed to process waste (limit highway loads) 
ParnJJel development of technical options for clean-up 

How to insure money and meaningful effort for parallel pretreatment and 
vitrification option development 

Pretreatment should lead to treatment options that provide near-term stabilization 
at reasonable cost but with some consideration of future treatment and/or 
needs 

Upgrade infrastructure 
How will the negotiators ensure that the assumptions used in the new technical 

strategy are not overly optimistic (resulting in "unforeseen" delays in the 
development, construction. and operation of the critical components of th~ 
cleanup system)? 

. Consider types of and (time) development of power resources needed for cleanup. 

Money 
Lack of reliable cost data by which to make decisions 
Costs 
No funding constraints 
Working toward zero risk has a cost that must be communicated to public 
Full disclosure of : .. di funds to be used and USED! 

Environment 
Natural Resources 

Management 

Elimination of dedication of natural resources 
Don't use biosphere for disposal 
Keep in mind habitat protection when locating infrastructure and new 

facilities. 
Not sacrifice "clean" areas of Hanford for mitigation of other areas. 

Decision Process 
Public trust/accountability 
Repository uncertainties great. Still , repository concerns driving decision 

making 
TWRS new strategy doesn't represent technical information-what process? 
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Decision on repository is stal ling other decisions 
Lack of publicly accountable .. technicall y/scientifically credible process 
WA St. DOE/EPA interpretation of regulations causes delays - dual 

process with CERCLA and RCRA 
Decisions are made based on assumptions and politics 
Regulations cause unnecessary delay 

Mana~ement 
Fundamental management problems - lack of respect for public/worker 

health and safety 
DOE's perception of risk is a problem 
Need a new management culture (competitive bidding) 
Initiative for research at Hanford 

Management 
Competitive bidding al lows true cost-effectiveness 
The competitive bidding process ~ L' se technical papers to be submitted to 

researchers world- wide ! Set up technical review panel controlled 
by State of Washington which c::rn then submit technical papers to 
stakeholders. 

Use competitive bidding process to find realistic solutions 
How can the negotiators ensure that negotiated milestones are achievable 

and that DOE will be able to support the completion of such 
milestone on time '? 

Can the negotiators ensure that we are not in a position of finding current 
proposed technologies _to be unsatisfactory, and again require 
rebaselining 5-10 years in the future? 

Management structure of DOE and the contractors: Is it adequate to 
ensure that problems will be recognized. characterized. and 
remedial action taken in a fashion ta protect health and safety and 
minimize environmental ri sks? 

Management struc ture of DOE and the contractors: Is it adequate to 
ensure the ~;ife completion of the required activities and tasks? 

Process openness fo r workers ( iden tification of problems at the site) - no 
f~ 
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D. INDIVIDUAL PERSPECTIVES 

This section summarizes the individual perspectives members brought to the small 
groups on June 17. These summaries are based on the worksheets that Task Force 
members filled out on June 17. 

TANK LEAKS 

The four members of the small group on tank leaks discussed tank leaks primarily in 
terms of timing. TI1ree members highlighted the value of timing . One member identified 
treaty rights as the primary value. A11 members felt a sense of urgency to stop current 
leaks and prevent new leaks. 

One small group member said that conrin1wl harm to the en vironment from tank leaks is 
the problem. The predominant value is riming: "Need to stabilize riow." This will 
protect the em•ironment. 

The second small group member indicated that the problem is continued environmental 
degradation and safety issues. The predominant value is timing : "Act ASAP to stop 
leaking tanks and prevent future leaking." Under cost, there should be construction of 
new tanks as an interim storage measure. Under feasihiliry, best available barrier 
technology should be employed. 

TI1e th'ird inember believed that' the biggest problem is i11creasing tank leaks and 
resulting environmental damage. The predominant value is timi11g: "Act immediately to 
prevent leaks, [thus increasing] safety and protecting the environment." Regarding 
feasibility, best available technology should be used . 

TI1e fourth member saw the abrogation of treaty rights as the problem. The predominant 
value is treary rights, wAich are threatened by "contamination of fish and the· 
environment. " Mana~ement suffers from poor oversight . 

. '· 
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MANAGING TANK WASTE 

The seven members of the small group on managing tank waste defined the problem in 
tenns of management and reducing risk to health. safety. and the environment. On their 
worksheets. four people highlighted heulth und sufety values. two people highlighted.· 
timing values. and one person highlighted the honesty of the process. 

One small group member saw the problem as the de-emplwsis 011 cf ea11up by the Federal 
government The predominant value is heulrh and safety: "Concern for long-tenn public 
health issues." 

Another member believed that protecting human heulth a11d safety is the problem and 
predominant value. The e11viro11me111 is threatened by a fire or explosion that would 
cause a release of tank waste. The manugC1me11r culture at Hanford denies problems. 

A third small group member identified uccow1whility as the problem. The predominant 
value is timi11g : "Negotiate milestones that are achievable and comp!eted on time." To 
insure health and safety. there should be public notification of leaks. Cost considerations 
require openness about the amount of rryoney spent. At the managing tank waste stage. 
there should be consideration of power needs for cleanup. 

Inadequate i11ji·astrncture was the problem for a fourth member. The predominant value 
is timi11g: "Get on with it. " A void further harm to the e11viro11me11t. 

A fifth small group member indicated that sw gnant ma11agemem a,_1d lack of honesty is 
the problem. The predominant value is healrlz and .safety: "Protect people and the 
environment first and foremos t. " Timing concerns suggest the use of current rather than 
predicted technologies. Putting off act io n wil l le:id to higher cost. 

Radiation exposure w people and rhe e11 1·irrJ 11111e11r was the problem for a sixth member. 
The predominant value is hea/1h und safer:,·: "Don't exceed legal standards." _ 

The last small group me~nber sai,.i' th:it the polirical ugenda driving the solutio11 was the 
problem. TI1e predominant value was the honesry rJf rhe process . In terms of timing, 
apply techniques that we know now and defer :ic tion on issues where information is 
insufficient F easihility will not be easy to judge because there is honest disagreement 
about what is or is not possible. 
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PRETREATMENT 

Two people discussed pretreatment in a sm: .. dl group. One person highlighted the cost 
a11dfunding value and the other member highlighted the issue of timing . 

One small group member saw the problem as increasing steps and technology increases 
risks, delays, costs and emissions . The predominant value is cost a11dji111di11g: "High 
tech has high R&D costs with high capital costs with no benefit for performance of final 
waste fonn." With respect to timing . simpler technology can show quicker progress. 
Under the ma11ageme11t value, the budget process should be open and the percentage of 
funds used for actual cleanup should increase. 

The other small group member identified the rendency ro lock 011ro "big fix" solutions 
and the fact th~t some rechnologies are herrer i./('l'e/oJJed rhan others as the problems. 
111e predominant value is timing: "Use known technology to start now - start small -
remain flexible - show progress ." Pretreatment sho uld minimize additional new waste. 
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TREATMENT 

The three members in this small group all focused on issues related to treatment because 
they perceive that stabilizing/immobilizing the waste so that it does not pose a threat to 
public/worker and environmental health and safety is the most important issue rela_ted.to 
tank waste. However, each of the three identified a different problem.as "the most 
important to solve" and thus each identified different values as the most importanL 

One small group member thought that the migratio11 of liquid wastes was the most 
important problem because of the risk that the migrating wastes pose to public/worker 
and environmental health and safety. Therefore. the predominant value related to health 
a11d safety. His chief cleanup goal was rapid stabilization of the waste to minimize health 
and safety risks. In tenns of timing. this stabilization should be completed by 2018,. the 
date identified in the 1989 Tri-Party Agreement. Under feasibility, there was a concern 
that waiting until new technology could be developed would be too long a wait. There 
was a desire to use existing, appropriate technologies to get started as soon as possible. It 
was suggested that tank waste and le;iked waste should be treated as a single unit to 
protect the e11viro11me11t. TI1ere was also a concern that those managi11g the waste could 
not be trusted _to identify existing leaks or to select a technology to stabilize the waste 
quickly. 

For the second small group member, the most important problem was the perceived lack 
of openness in the bidding process that rnea,nt that those charged with cleaning up the 
waste did not have access to the best possible technologies that have been developed 
world-wide. The key value was riming because of a belief that competitive bidding 
would accelerate the entire cleanup process. Another value related to cost, where . 
competitive bidding is expected to lower overall cleanup costs . Using best available 
technology should result in a feasible. rapid. and effective cleanup. · 

171e third small group member considered the most imponant problem to be the 
likelihood that co11gressio11ul jimding j<Jr rhe cleanup w_ould run out µnless there were 
demonsn·ated progress in the cleanup. Feasihiliry was identified as the most important 
value, based on a belie(that the appropriate technologies will or should be developed at 
Hanford because of the diversity of Hanford's wastes. Timing was an important issue 
because the final disposition depends on the resolution of pretreatment and treatment 
issues. The health and safety of the e11viro11me11r was seen as key to the success of the 
cleanup. 
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DISPOSITION OF WASTE 

i Six people found that their problem statements fell under the disposition framework step. 
Most selected environmental, worker. and public health as the value disposition of waste 
should reflect as it is resolved. Treaty rights constituted another value that supported 
protecting the environment Most of the people had connections between the disposition 
of waste and other aspects of the framework. The original values of environmental, 
worker, and public health were generally reflected strongly in those connections. 

One small group member didn 't explicitly identify the problem. His predominant value, 
however. is treary rig hrs: "Minimize the land usage." To protect the enviro11me11t, don't 
move the waste to Savannah River. Any transportation that does occur requires 
hazardous materials response teams for corridor communities to minimize risk to health 
and safery. 

The second. group member saw ground water and rransporration safery as the problems. 
The predominant value is health and safery: "Identification and mitigation of current 
problems - ensure TWRS decisions protect public health and environment." As regards 
timing, get on with it. 

Guaranteeing unrestricted use of the sire I 00 years in the future is the biggest problem 
for the third small group member. The predominant value is enviro11ment: "Land and 
waters should be left unrestricted ASAP and no later than 100 years hence." 

TI1e fourth small group member noted that the ultimate dispositio11 of high level waste 
can11ot be resolved 110w given present uncerwinties. TI1e predominant value isfeasibiliry: 
"The 'system' designed and implemented must solve~ waste problem." There should 
be no long tenn danger to health and safery. Timing requires getting .on with it but afso 
doing it right. Under cost, balance full cycle/full system cost. Interim storage should be 
safe to protect the environment. TWRS should leave a viable economy behind. 

For the fifth member, th_e poor nawre of the grow was reform is the biggest problem. 
The predominant value is health and safery: "[Grout! doesn 't adequately protect health 
and safety of public and workers ." Grout also doesn 't protect the e11viro11me11t. 

The sixth small group member believed that DOE must take care of what it created over 
the past 50 years. The predominant value is timi11g: "DOE must decide on type of [long 
and short tenn storage on-site] with technology we know now." Health and safery 
requires protecting workers. To protect the e11viro11ment, protect the ground water. To 
improve management, show a written 5, 10, 15, and 20 year plan for cleanup. 
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E. INDIVIDUAL WORKSHEETS 

This section reproduces the individual worksheets filled out by Task Force members on 
June 17. As noted at the bottom of the worksheets . each Task Force member identified 
what he or she considers to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. 
Members then described their most important values relative to that problem. The most 
important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are 
printed in bold type to the right of the problem statements. Other values identified are 
printed in plain type. Arrows represent the connections between various values. 
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Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Leaks 

. 
Act immediately Use best available 

Tank leaks and to prnent leaks, technology 
resulting increase safety .... . 
environmental and protect the ,~ 
damage w~II only en\'iron11ent 
increase 
Managing Tank Accelerate Use best available . 

.,.0 
Waste charact~rization technology 

anti infrastructure f .t:... 
u11~ra1k. Act 110w. 

Pretreatment Use hest available Pretreatment -
technology chosen should not ""~ - be driven by , 

repository cost ~f . considerations 
rreatmenl fvli11i111ize tlclays Rctricvahility of .,_.; 

final product 
N (waste form) 

imperative -
IJisposition E11sure ade<1uate Rctricvahility of 
Present plan docs protcctiou of waste form V, 

not adequately health and safety L imperative (not , ..... protect health and ( i.c . no grout) irrcvcrsihlc) 
safety of 
Washington 

u 
citizens 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the light of the problem statements. Other values identified are printed in plain type. 
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Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety . 
Tank Leaks Deal with worst Put most money on Protect from more ., 

Tanks continue lo tank first . Take to real cleanup leaks and 
leak . Leaks closure. Protect groundwater threat 
threaten Columbia safety and 
River environment environmenl. 
Managing Ta11k Conserve lank Invest in OS tanks 
Waste capacity for 1110s1 
Still can't dangerous tanks 
characterize, I 

i11fras1ruc1ure 
lacking . all 
funding may d,y 
up , tanks could 
explode some 
wmsc 1a11k 
capaci ty - ---- - ---
l'relreat111e11t I lsc k 111m 11 Scale in as 
Some technolog~· tcd11111l11g _,. 111 technology 
heller denlopcd ~ta,·t now - start ... develops .· 
lhan other 

( 
small, remain 

~ 
Minimize side 

Ocxihle, and show waste 

l!!~ress 
Trtatme11t I ll sc known/ Conserve dollars Start now with 
Waste is 1101 in ap111 opriale known/appn1pria1c 
protected fonn . technology to start technology, 
Treatment needs Ill' conlinue R& D 
R&D to be 
improved (lime 
la11) I 

/Jisposition \ This generation Performance as Depend only on Retrievable if 
Disp. will mean must solve long as risk . Do existing foclors - prolllem or belier 
storage for near prohlem - in a safe 110 harm. Do not (Yucca?'?) technology 
tenn. Lots of form contaminate clean 
contaminated land land. 
- use it. -

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that .problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of the problem statements. Other values identified are printed i1_1 piain type. · 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank teaks Workers must be Stahilize waste Can't depend on Consider lank 

protected. now future waste and leaked 
Openness - no fear technological wasle as one unit 

devclop111cnls lo 
achieve milestones 

Ma11agi11g 1"a11/c. Puhlic notified or Negolialed Openness on Awareness or 
Waste leaks milestones are dollars spent and power needs for 
AccounlabililJ' achie\'able and how clean-up. 

I 
completed on 

"'· lime 
Pretreatment Yes. Parallel i-( an we depend on Resolve -

1ecl111olog y funding? infrastructure 
development issues i111111e1lia1ely 

.. 
Treatment Gel vitrification No trucking 10 .. 

plant huilt Savannah river . 
Vispositio11 I[ MRS sile al Waste in safest 0 

Hanford, no form possible 
outside waste irrespective of . 

volume anti the 
possihle lack of 
off-site sloral!e -h, 

(:~ank'-fnalrix 2.doc 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of 1he problem statements . Other values identified are printed in plain type. 



Values 
lleallh & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank teaks r·revenlion heller Tank Wasle and Ma11ageme11t : 

Chan remedialion 

/ 
leaked wasle need S1ill can'I be . 
lo be considered 1rus1ed lo 
one unil recognize new 

lcakin1t lanks 
Ma11agi11g 1'a11k ' v Management : 
ll'aste 

V 
S1ruc1ure docs nol 

I 
adequalely ~ring 
problems 10 
managcmenl and 
public allenlion 

Pretreatme11t 

V 
Can'I depend on Mc111ageme11t : 
new lcdmology lo Can'I he 1rus1ed 10 

~ 
prodm:e 1i111cly pick 1echnology 10 
prei.-ea1111e111 mosl rapidly · 

~ ~ 
resolve pre1rea1 
problems and gel 

~ on wilh ii ·----- -- - ~-- -

~ 
1'rtat111e11t Uapi,I 1>1111 ·1 kl Can'I 1lepe111I 1111 M1111age111e111 : 
U1111id wasles slahililalion can stahi Ii, al io11 new 1ed111ology Can'I he 1rus1cd lo 
mighl migrale lo 111ini111i1.e heallh r rn11plt1cl y slip develop111c111 or pick lechnology lo 
lhe en, ironmenl 111111 safrt~· risks pas I )'l'ar ~0 IX scale up rapidly slahilize 
and people lank was1cs 

l>ispositio11 No lrucking of Can 'I depend oi1 Ma11ageme111 
wasles lo lransporl of If we don'I gel on 
Savannah River 1111s1ahili1ed was1es wilh ii we will lose 

- i11:11le1111a1c fonding 
slahilized wasles 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider 10 be the most imporlanl problem associated with lank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to thal problem. The most important problem is in hold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type 10 the right of the problem statements. Other values identified are printed in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other · 

Safety 
Tank Ltaks O'.terriding concern 
(and olher is 1ha1 all off-sile 
emergencies populalions are 
relaled) prolecled 

lhrouj!houl 
Managing Tank Apply whal we I lonesl agrcemenl/ I want lo be 
ll'astt know now, defer disagreemenl on assured that the 
The polilical lhe issues we don'I whal is/ is 1101 process will be 

'° I 
agenda will drive have conlJllcle possible . Do 1101 honest (means 
the sol111ion ralher i11fm111a1io11 on and promise more lhan - candor, ~ ' 
1han -- go hanl for R& D can be delivered. accountability, 

on lhe unknown TRUST) -
throughout the 

~ 
process. Stop the 
2ames •.;j .. 

Pretreatment 
..:;} 

Treatment i\J 

/Jhpositiot1 w 
v, 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values .-elative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the .-ight of the problem slatements. Other values identi fied are printed in plain type . 



Values 
llealth & Timing Cost .Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Leaks Stabilize Liquid 

. Waste lo prevent · 
escape 10 
envirunmenl 

Managing l'anlc Developmc111 of 

V Waste new 1cd111ology 

~ should require new 
looks al health and 
safr1:r !raining ........ I 

l'retreatme11t 1'1iori1y issuc ... lack 

- ~ I of rcsoh11io11 holtls 
up lhc 11l1i111alc 

~ 1csol111io11 -·---- --- ·•···-- ---- --
The led111olog_\' J'reatme11t 

~ Unless 1n11gress is will or should he 
shown fonding . clevelo1,ed here 
will dr.v up bemuse or lhe 

dh·ersily or lhe 
11:mfonl sile -- . - -- -··- -- .. --- - -

IJisposition .... ·Splils funding Use lhe "monilrncd ·1·.-a11spor1a1i1111 
r 

Quil exploring sources and rclrievahle poses severe risks 
shipmen! of wasle 111ini111izes progress slorage" lo 1he environment 
oul of llanford, \. of actual cleanup concepl. .. wi1h aml galvanizes 
i.e .• 10 Savannah 

... 
"llanford waslc public opposi1io11 

~ 
, 

River univ" 

~ 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold lype to the 1ight of the problem stalements. Other values identified are painted in plain type. 



Tank. Leaks 

Values 
Health & 

Safet 
Timing Cost Feasibility Environment 

Make 
deconlamination 

!:'.:? and 
~ 
~ decomissioning of 
~ tank sites .... 

Other Other. 

~ acceptable for 

V'l 1--------1 -------+----------+--------+-----,,,c..._----~ur:..:.:1r--=e=-=s1c:..::ri..::cl:.;:e..::d--=u:::.se=---j1----------+--------..1 
E: Managing Tank Minimize risk for 
~ U'aste catastrophic 
--g accidcnl lhal 
ct would conlaminale 

lhe e11viro11111cn1 

Pretreatme11t 
Nol necessar 
Treatment 

IJisposition 
Disposal 
management not 
restrict future 
usage l00 )·ears 
hence 

fvlini11111111 cost 

Provide waste 
form thal is 
a1laptahlc lo any 
future long -term 
storage disposal -
inrlutling :11 

I Ian ford 
Land, water, etc. 
he lefl 
unrestricted as 
soon as possible 
.and no later than 
IOO )-ears hence 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of the problem stalements. Other values identified are printed in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibilily Environment Olher Other 

Safety 
Tank Leaks Slabilize 10 ~lop Fix should nol Serious long lerm 

. impacl on complicale fulure co111amina1es must 
environment clean-up (i.e. be eliminaled 

barrier) 
Managing Tank Characlcrizal ion 
U'a.rte and handling musl 

be safe 
Prelreatmenl Truly "safe" low Balanced full Solulion 11111s1 

I 
level waste 11111st cycle/Full syslem address shorl and 

. he n:moved as cost long lcrm 
srn111 as possihlc lo paramelcrs (groul 
vid1J s11an: now or laler) 

l'realllltlll Oala111:ed full Volume cannot 
c yde/full syslem overwhelm 
COSI re1msitorv -----·-- -

Vispositiu11 No long term ( it:t on with ii . Bui Balanced full The "s)·s1em" No long lerm Leave a viable 
(;inn all lhe heallh and safety do ii 1igh1 c.: ycle/foll syslcm designed and impacl. ln1eri111 economy behind 
uncertainties, we danger COSI implemented slmagc safe 
will not resol\'e musl soh·e tn..tin 
immediate waste 11rohle111 
problems (ll&S, 
en,·., etc.) nor 
immediate 
disposal of IIL\V 
and LL\V 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
mosl imporlanl values relative 10 lhat problem. The mosl impor1an1 problem is in bold in 1he far left column. The mosl imporlanl values are prinled 
in bold 1ype 10 the 1ight of the problem slatements. Other values ide111ified are printed in plain 1ype. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Ltalcs Simple DST Need to protect Competitive Increase funding % Ma11ageme11t 

I 
(double-shelled · dollars for process for for remediation Acco1111tability 
lank) prelreal and immediate action technologies for and prevention or 
simple DST and detection barriers - available conlmninanl 
conslruclion yieltls now ir allowed 10 spread 
s11ace for transfers be comnelilive -

Managi11g Ta11k Prioritization for Make lank space -,fl. 

Waste funding and available with ~ 
oversight need simpler technology 
s1renl!lhening for 1in:1reat111cn1 -

Pretreatme11I 

\ 
Simpler f I.Ii lech has high 

.:.:....s Increasing sleps tec hnolog y can R&Ucosl wilh 
and lechnolog_\' ... show progress high capilal cosls 

~ 
:,,,.. 

increases risks, quid er with no benefil 
dela~·, costs, and for performance 

. -
emissions I 

or final wasle . .,form ~~ 

Treatment Co111plcit , ti Iii cost R&D 

~ 
--..... 

pre1rea1111e11t will pre1rca1menl may 
tlclay simple use up funds for v: 
vitrification vitrification and 

... J 
I other priorities 

Disposition \ Numher of llighcr leach -.! ) 
canisters irrelevanl ability, 

performance of 
LLW final form. 
Relricvahle 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of the problem statements. Other values identified are p1inted in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Leab Open process Best leclmology 

would assure hesl which assures 
available proleclion of 
lechnolol!v e11viro11111c111 

Managing Ta11k Com1,c1i1ivc;?:: Competilive ./" 
ll'aste hitlding would bidding wou1/ 

t"// assure best 
I available 

technolol!v 
l'retreatment Compctilivc Compctilivc / 

hidtling would / hitltling would 
acn:kialc dcan -1111 /lower aclual cost 

1'reat111e11t l'o111pc1i1ivc l V':,, -Wouhl lower 
Process is rn11 hi(lding would ~ actual dean -up 
"Open" for wrnhl - affek1a1e dean up COSIS 

wide co11111e1i1ive p1og1css 
bidding ----------
/Jispositiu11 Lowers 101al risk RelFicvahilily and 
Increased lo workers. puhlic . Ion!_! 1er111 slahilily 
1ranspor1a1ion anti cnviro11111enl of wasle form 
increases risks and 
exposure 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold 1ype lo the right of lhe problem s1a1emen1s. 01her values idenlified are p1in1ed in plain lype. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Lea/cs Long lerm land 

- value needs to be 
laken seriously 

Managing Tar,k Protect people Need lo go wilh To pul off ac1ion v-" 
Waste and etl\'ironment known leclmology will cosl us much 

V Management first and foremost more in long run 

'° might stay 

~ 
stagnant and I ~ 
unchanging for 

~ / too long - need -
honest\' -
Pretreatment ' / rf.osl in 1101 

.... \j . 
\ considering pre- :,_, 

1realme111~ ,. 
~ 0 Treatment Accelcrale process 

~ .,/ wilh whal is 
~ known 

IJispositio11 Need lo he ahle lo ~ Transpor1a1i1111 0 
Long lerm 011-sile relrieve all wasle needs lo he kepi 10 
s1orage forms a 111i11i111u111 (..,: 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative 10 that problem. · The most important problem is in bold in the far left colmnn. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the 1ight of the problem statements. Other values identified are p1inted in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tani Lea/cs Air releases can -- Explosion/fire/ 

hurt workers and tank failure 
public impacts 

t - environment 
Managing Tanlc M:111agc~ent of lmmcdialc Ma11age111e111 and 
Waste waslcs - muse improvcmcnl 10 acco11111abilitJ 
Protecting human indicate health and infra slructure'! . Culture denies . 
heallh and safety is safely as a first I . problem 
oaramounl priorily 1'-
Prttreatment Wrong l~m.lling 

can rcsull in 
cx11losio11/rirc 

Treatme11I 

IJisposition 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in tlie far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the 1ight of the problem statements. Other values identified are printed in plain type . 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
. 

. 
rank Leaks Show progress Take oul liquid -. 

slop lcakal!e 
Managing Tank / Waste 

I / 
Pretreatment How we pre-lreal 

~ or treal is · ...c 
I deiermined by our 

~ dec isions on 
disuosition ---............ ,,, 

Treatment / / ~ I ,:..,,. 
Dispositio11 Prolcc l workers DOE 11111st decide 

/ Prolcrl ground Ma11age111e11t . 
\Ve (DOE) musl on •~·pc of on s ile waler Show a wrillcn 5- .... 
lake care of whal storage, holh long 10-15-20 year plan 

"" we crealed onr and shorl term, (Budgel) 

lhe pasl 50) ears wilh lechnolog_v ~, 
we know right 

~ 110\\'. (;et on with 

it. • 1 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. M~mbers then described their 
most important values relative to tha t problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the 1ight of the problem statements. Other values identified are printed in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Olher Other 

Safety 
Tank Leaks Need to stabilize Prolecl 
Lack or now .. groundwalcr, soil. . 
slabilizalion r river, elc. 
continues lo harm 
the en\·ironmenl If 

/llanagi11g 1'a11k S1a,1 now Keep hahilal 
IVasle pro1ec1ion in mind 
Localion of new ' 
infras1ruc111re may '1 be sired over 
critical hahilal 
l'retreatme11t nt:r 011 wirll ii l Jse available 

[:: 1ed111ulogy Imlay 

~ which includes 

- re Irie vahilil y 
1'reatme11t (icl 011 with ii--; llsc AT today wilh 

I--------- ~ rc11ievabili1y 
/Jispo s i ti o 11 ~ Minimize land use 
Dou'r take off-sire (Don't go heyo111I 
waslc 200 area) keep . 

hahilal pro1ec1io11 
in 111i11d 

. Each Task Force member identified what 1hey consider 10 be the most important problem associated wilh tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative .to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to lhe right of the problem s1a1ements. O1hcr values idenlified are printed in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Leaks Le:tkage - palh lo Leak:ige palh lo 

river must be _.:i river musl he 
limited ---~ limited 

Managing Tank Don'I exceed legal L----
~ 

Waste standar~ 
Radiation 
exposure lo 

~ 
...c 

people and 
S; 

en,·ironmenl 
Pretreatment ~ 

., -
Treatment -.......... 

-----
.J°I 

,i, 

1Jispositio11 Uhimale form and ~ Same as health anti .... ~ 
location musl meet safely (. ~ 

re)!ulalions 
?'-' 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most imponant values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of the problem statements. Other values identified are printed in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Ltah . 

. 
Managing Tank Don'I cause ru1urc 
IVastt 

~ 
cleanup problems 

I 
(irreversible) 

Pretreatme11t Too much ~ lechnology 

~ I / developmenl (1101 
feasible) 

Treatmer,t / Beller 1cd111ology.,, v-
exisls . Use hesl 
lcchnology 

/ ~ (rclalivcly 
available) - pilol 
11la111 in 3-.5 years 

Hi1positill11 Docsn'I adc1111a1cly 

~ 
~ Docsn'I adcqualcly 

Gro111 is a poor prolccl hcallh a111I prolcrl 
waslc fmm safely of puhlic cnvironmcnl. 

and workers 1>oii"1 co111ami11a1c 
111111 c lallll/ 
J!ro1111dwa1cr 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the rar left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of the pml>lem statements. Other value,s identified are prin.ted in plain type . 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
TanJc LeaJcs Concern for long-

..... term and r 

environmental 
issues 

Ma11agi11g Tank Concern for long- Gel 011 with ii · 

1/ lt'astt issues 
~ 

term -
De-emphasis on ~ '° the clean-up by I 

Feds. Decrease 

~ . / 
~ 

fonding or diHrt 
dollars -
Pretreatment ~ ./ CA 

Treatment ~ C'o11cen1for ..:.,.. 
existing 

' . lcchnolo)!y ~ 

Disposition Eliminate ~ 
Eli111inalc 

;\Ji 
acciLlenls during accidents during 
transport 1rans1mr1 ,--., 

. ' 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of the problem statements . Other values identified are printed in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

. Safety 
Tanlr. Ltalr.s _________,, A void furlher harm 

. 

Managing l'anlr. Gel on ,,·ith it -~ A void furl her harm 
H'aslt ... .. 

~ lnudequale 
infraslruclure 
Pretreatment ""~~ Minimize R&D for 

I imolcmenlalion 
Trtalmwl "" ~ Minimize R& D for 

inmlcmenlalion 
1Jispositiot1 '\t Minimize R&D for A voi1l long-term 
Uncer1ain mclhml/ implementation harm 
place for 
disposi1io11 

I 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most impmtant problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of the problem statements. Other values identified are printed in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Leaks 

Managing Tank 
Waste 

Pretn't1tme11t 

Treatment 
I 

~ .. 
Vispositiu11 1 laz Mat teams for Don't move it to Treaty Rights 

corridor Sav.umah River. l\linimize the land -
co111m1111i1ies health and safely usage v l of public 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem .is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of the problem statements. Other values identified are printed in plain type. 



Values 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility En.virom11ent Other Other 

Safet}' 
TankLtaks Treaty Rlgl1ts Management 
Abrogalion of Conlaminalion of Conlinued poor 
T.-ealy Righls . fish and oversighl 

environmenl . 

Managing Tan/c Can'I manage tank Unacccplable 
Waste farms delays lo cleanup 

Pretreatment Do no harm lo 
I 

ground waler/ 
Columbia River 

Treatment Do no harm lo 
ground waler/ 
Columbia River 

1Jispositiu11 1 laz ~fal reams for ()011'1 move ii Treat_r Rights 
corridor Minimize land 
COIIIIIIUllilies consumed • used 

Each Task Force member identified what 1hey consider 10 be the most imponant problem associated with lank waste . . Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold 1ype to the right of lhe problem s1a1ements. Other values identified are prinled in plain type. 



Values 
. Health & Timing Cost Feasibility Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Leaks Act as soon as Conslrucl Use besl available 
Continuation or . possible to stop necessary double barriers and 
environmental leaking tanks and shelled lanks as lechnologies where 
degradation and prnent ruture inlerim slorage required 
sarerv issues leaking measure 
Managing Tank Priorilize lank use Keep wasle in 
Waste - lop priorily lo relrievable form 

slop leakinJ? ... r 
Pretreatment Minimize 

generation of new 
... -

wasle 
Treatment Emphasize/ ensure 

re1rievabili1v --
Disposition 

.:.-

._i 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be the most important problem associated with lank waste. Members then described their 
most important values relative to that problem. The most important problem is in bold in the far left column. The most important values are printed 
in bold type to the right of the problem statements. Other values identified are printed in plain type. 



\lalues 
Health & Timing Cost Feasibility_ Environment Other Other 

Safety 
Tank Leaks 

~ 
Get on with it Balanced 

Stop leaks now 
. t t 1 

Managing l'ank .J, Gel on with ii '-- ____.., -J, 
ll'aste --, . . 
New lank space 
safely t ·t -~ 
Pretreatme11t J, Gel on with ii .i, 
Use hesl (sulfur, 
glass, cullel) -, . 
available I 

technology . Gel 
t on with ii I -·- --- -
~ r,eat111e11t 

Vi1rifica1io11 - . 
1ra11spo11 whal we 

, 
can . Safely slore 

1 other safe for111 f - -- ·--- - - - - --
l)isp0Jitio11 ltlwlific:1Ci1111, ( id 011 wilh ii ldencificftion, 
Transporc safely mitigation or miligacion or 
Groundwacer cunenC prohlems , . current 11roblems, 

risk unacceplahle. 
, 

risk un11ccepl11ble. 
Assurance T\\'RS Assurance TWRS 
decisions prolecl . decisions prolecl 
public, • puhlic, 
ell\·ironmenl and ell\·ironmenl and 
sa(elv suretv 

Each Task Force member identified what they consider to be th~ most important problem associated with tank waste. Members then described their 
most imponant values relat ive lo that problem. The most important problem is_ in bold in the far left column. The most important values arc printed 
in ho >e to the riglu of the problem statements. Other values ide · -· d are printed in plain type. 




