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AGENDA
DOE/OF ~ 50N BI-MONTHLY FORUM

April 28, 1999, Fed. Bldg., Rm. 554

. Introductions — Karen Randolph

DOE Headquarters Involvement in FORUM Meetings — Ray Greenberg

HRA ™S Public Hearings £8:30<10) ~ Tom Ferns/Liz Williams/ Mary ~ >u Blazek

DA IR

Privatization Public Involvement Update ff .':’:ﬁj — Peter Bengston

s, RAAAS

Status of Secretary’s Summit Meeting ~ Ray Greenberg

Secretary Richardson/Governor Kitzhaber Potential Meeting — Mary Lou Blazek/Felix Miera
DOE/RL Support of Hanford Waste Board Meetings — Mary Lou Blazek

Draft Oregon Report — 10 Years at Hanford — Mary Lou Blazek

#)) — George Sanders

Tn-Party Agreement Status Report 11
Follow-Up on Fiscal Year 2001 Budget Public Outreach — Gail McClure/Mary Lou Blazek
Badging & Clearance for Oregon Office of Energy — Mary Lou Blazek

Fact Sheet to Address why the Public Should Support More Money for Hanford Cleanup —
Mary Lou Blazek '

Action Items — Ron Morrison

Wrap-up & Next Meeting Date



MEETING MINUTES, April 28, 1999 (Richland, Washington)

1. 1troductions. .
K. Randolph introduced Dr. Ray Greenberg to those present. Dr. Greenberg will be representing
the U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) Headquarters.

2. DOE Headquarters Involvement in Forum Meetings.

R. Greenberg lead a discussion of the DOE Headquarters organizational structure. It was

explained that the Office of Field Management may be going away and that field offices would

then report to the responsible assistant secretary. The Hanford Office will be reporting to C.
intoon with R. Lightener as the site lead for the Richland Office. K. Randolph asked how can

we get public affairs involvement? R. Greenberg responded he would contact Martha Crosley to

investigate her level of involvement.

M. Blazek expressed frustration with the DOE Headquarters conducting public involvement
activities in the State of Oregon which neither she nor K. Randolph are made aware of. It is
important for the DOE Headquarters personnel to communicate and work with us regarding
public involvement activities.

3. Hanford Remedial Action/Environmental Impact Statement (HRA/EIS) Public
Hearings.

B. Hathaway provided Attachment 1, “Hanford Remedial Action/Environmental Impact
Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan” and Attachment 2 “Fact Sheet — Revised Draft
Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan”
and began a discussion of them. ‘

- This activity all began with the Future Site Uses Working Group which eventually
led to the HRA/EIS.

- The National Environmental Policy Act was selected as the mechanism for the
decision process.

- Six options were explored (see pages 3 and 4 of Attachment 2).

P. Dunigan pointed out that the six alternatives have gone through a lot of evolution to arrive at
this point.

E. Williams stated that the public review of the RAJ/EIS began on April 23, 1999 and will run
for 45 days until June 7, 1999. This review will include 3 public hearings and one public
meeting. 500 copies of the EIS have also been distributed to the HRA mailing list and it is
available on the Internet.



Action: M. Blazek requested the names of Oregon recipients of the EIS and copies of
comment sheets.

M. Blazek asked what specifically the DOE wants from the public?

E. Williams responded that the public’s comments are needed on the preferred as well as the
other alternatives presented in the  (A/EIS.

M. Blazek stated that the State of Oregon’s primary concern would focus on the Columbia River
and the impacts to it.

M. Blazek asked if a representative would be able to attend a public interest group meeting on
May 6, 1999, in Portland, and discuss the EIS.

Action: E. Williams responded that Tom Fern may be able to attend but, will have to check
and coordinate with M. Blazek.

M. Blazek stated that we need to be more careful about the structure of public meetings in order
to get the proper interaction on your subjects and get the input you really need. M. Blazek asked
if comments made at the May 6™ meeting will be part of the record.

P. Dunigan responded that yes, they would become part of the record.

M. Blazek pointed out that some method of recording the comments would be necessary.

E. Williams stated that a note taker and flip charts will be used to record the comments.

4. Privatization Public Involvement Update.

P. Bengtson introduced Vince Saladin to the attendees.

P. Bengtson stated that the program is doing a lot of stakeholder involvement but, where we are
lacking is in public involvement. Currently, the Public Involvement Strategy is undergoing
internal reviews but, may be available shortly. The current work plan requires the strategy by the
end of June.

M. Blazek asked if there is a date by which the strategy will be available?

P. Bengtson could not provide a specific date but reiterated that it should be available soon.

M. Blazek asked to receive any information that is available which is more current than the fact
sheet provided several months ago.



9. Tri-Party Agreement St: eport.

2001 Budget.

G. Sanders stressed that the 2001 budget level is still a “projected” budget level and much has
yet to happen before it is finalized.  1e current projected 2001 budget is $232 million short of
full compliance with numerous impacts. R. French is working cost cutting measures but, $232
million is a very large shortfi and will be difficult to reduce by cost cuts alone.

M. Blazek stated tI it is critical to know when it would be strategic for the State of Oregon to
input to the budget process. F. Miera responded that February is the critical date and input must
be made by then.

- Greent~-~ pointed out that imp: s from the Kosovo campaign are placing strains on all
fe« albu S.

G. Sanders added that the most important input would be the State of Oregon’s priorities, as
difficult as that may be. We have some priorities form the State of Washington and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) but, they are from a very high level such as tank
remediation, Spent Nuclear Fuel, and protection of the Columbia River. This however, sti does
not give us the details we need.

M. Blazek responded that it is unlikely that the State of Oregon can take a position that it would

e alright to not accomplish things which are important. It is important to get the information out
regar ng how much work is actually being done in order to obtain necessary funding for
Hanford compliance.

Office of .iver Protection.

The Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) and the
associated i-Party Agreement organization will be supported under the new Office of River
Protection organization.

ink Waste Treatment Privatization Negotiations.

1e Tank Waste Treatment Privatization Agreement In Principle (AIP) which will establish the
ground rules and scope of negotiations is 99 percent settled with the State of Washington. Final
approval by James OwendofY is pending. The AIP signatories will be Keith Klein, Richard
French, Chuck Clarke and Tom Fitzsimmons. The negotiation completion date contained within
the AIP is July 31, 1999, though this will be difficult to accomplish given the scope of the
negotiations. Many of the current tank waste related Tri-Party Agreement milestones will
require changes. The nvironmental Restoration Program will also see significant changes.
Additionally, regulatory reform is another area to be explored with the State of Washington and
the EPA. : :

Spent Nuclear Fuel.
A problem has developed with Spent Nuclear Fuel Tri-Party Agreement Milestone M-34-14A
which is due on September 30, 1999. The safety analysisona« k drop scenario revealed a



problem which may require redesign of the cask load out system. Although a change is needed
to milestone M-34-14A efforts are being made to maintain the fuel removal due date.

Single Sh ank Stabilization ¢ 1sent :cree.

The public comment period will end on the Single Shell Tank Stabilization Consent Decree on
May 3, 1999. Ecology has committed to holding a public meeting on May 12, 1999 at the Hood
River Hotel in Hood River, Oregon.

Vadose Zone Tri-Party Agreement roposed ilestones.

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study is due in August of 1999 and work is progressing
to make that date. The hope is that any resulting public input from the May 12" public meeting
will be supportive of the progress being made.

Fast Flux Test Facility (FF ).

A Secretarial decision on future missions for the FFTF is expected on April 30" at 11:00am.

the decision is to proceed with an Environmental Impact Statement then the FFTF Tri-Party
Agreement milestones will go into abeyance. Information on the status of FFTF was included in
the st “Hanford Update” as a follow up to the State of Oregon’s request to inform the public on
the FFTF decision status.

Plutonium 1 ishing Plant.

A letter has been sent to the regulators and the Hanford Advnsory Board in which the DOE
offered to reenter negotiations. The State of Washington has so far declined since the DOE does
not have a clear pathway established to reach decontamination and decommissioning.

« d Disposal estrictio eport.
The Land Disposal Restrictions Report was provided to the State of Washington in April
completing a Tri-Party Agreement annual milestone (M-26-01). The State of Washington is
currently considering whether the DOE is in complete compliance with respect to details of the -
report.

Action: Provide copy of the 1999 Land Disposal Restrictions Report to M. Blazek.

Tri-Party Agreement ! sr Milestone M-32-00.
This major milestone is due on September 30, 1999. Currently the DOE is working with the

State of Washington to gain agreement on the scope of this milestone for final closeout.

ri-Party Agreement Major Milestone M-91-00.
Impacts due to udget issues have arisen with interim milestones M-91-03, M-91-04 and M-91-

07,

224-T acility ( -ansuranic Storage and / ay Facility).
A Resource Conservation and Recovery Act closure plan is due for this facility in June 1999.
The DOE needs to secure the facility to a safe and stable condition in order to move on to other

more pressing priorities.



Booklet Entitled “Protecting the C« 1mbia River”.

Attachment 3 “Protecting the Columbia River: The Need to Retrieve and Immobilize Hanford’s
High-Level Tank Waste” was provided for discussion. K. Randolph noted numerous negative
quotes and information contained in the document. It was also noted that photo credits were not
present.

5. Status of Secretary’s Summit Meeting.

M. Blazek explained that the meeting is not really a “summit” as such and a planning meeting is
to be held in Chicago on May 7. Govemor Kitzhaber is particularly interested due to aspects of
transportation, emergency planning and the Columbia River.

6. Secretary Richardson/Governor Kitzhaber Potential Meeting.
K. Randolph stated that it would also be appropriate for Keith Klein to attend any planned
meeting.

7. DOE /RL Support of Hanford Waste Board Meetings.

M. Blazek stated that the State of Oregon has had great support from the DOE-RL in the conduct

of these meetings. The Board has also expressed appreciation of the DOE-RL’s efforts. Bob
ibbatts, Rich Holten, Bill Taylor, Peter Bengtson, Mike Graham, Gail McClure and Felix Miera

were noted specifically for their efforts.

_ ging and Clearance for the Oregon OfTice of Energy.

] 'k explained that her current Q Clearance has provided the Openness Committee a great
level of comfort. However, the clearance is up for scheduled reapproval in June. M. Blazek
asked if any of the attendees were aware of the cost of a normal reinvestigation. No one present
was aware of the normal cost of maintaining a Q Clearance. M. Blazek went on to state that if
the cost is prohibitive she may have to forgo the clearance though it would definitely be of value
to maintain it.

10. Follow-Up on Fiscal Year 2001 Budget Public Qutreach.

G. McClure stated that the comment document is due out by the end of April and asked M.
Blazek for any comment on the effectiveness of the process. M. Blazek responded that feedback
has been positive in that the interaction on budget matters was the best to date.

12. Fact Sheet to Address Why the Public Should Support More Money for Hanford
Cleanup. '

M. Blazek stated that her understanding was that the DOE-RL was going to draft some
information. One of the State of Oregon’s constituents has requested a summary of how money
is spent at the Hanford Site and requested a summary of how money is spent wisely at Hanford.



8. Draft Oregon :port-— 10 Years at Hanford.
M. Blazek asked if the DOE-RL would support the printing of the 10 years at Hanford report. G.
McClure responded that the DOE-RL could.

Glenn Podonski Visit to the State of Oregon.
The events related to the G. Podonski visit to the State of Oregon were discussed with R.
Greenberg for information.

Action: State of Oregon letter to DOE Headquarters 1past DC  Oregon Forum minutes
related to  : G. Pondonski visit to be forwarded to R. Greenberg.

Future Agenda Items.
The following items were developed for inclusion on the agenda of the next DOE/Oregon
yrum:

- Tank Waste Privatization Public Involvement

- U.S. A ulti Media Inspection.

19' Public Involvement Calendar.
Attachment 4 “1999 Public Involvement Calendar” was provided to the attendees. This item
closes out a previous commitment to provide a coordinated schedule of meetings and activities.

13. Action ems.
Action item recap from this Forum:

Action: M. Blazek requested the names of Oregon recipients of the EIS and copies of
the comment sheets.

Action: E. Williams responded that Tom Fern may be able to attend but, will have to check
and coordinate with M. Blazek.

Action: Provide copy of the 1999 Land Disposal Restrictions Report to M. Blazek.

Action: State of Oregon letter to DOE Headquarters and past DOE/Oregon Forum minutes
related to the G. Pondonski visit to be forwarded to R. Greenberg.

Action item status, from prior Forums, was discussed and is reflected in Attachment 5 “State of
Oregon/U.S. Department of Energy Open Action Items”.



14. Next Oregon/DOE Forum Meeting.
It was tentatively agreed that the next Forum would take place on June 15 or 16, 1999 in Salem,

Oregon, time to be determined.

The Forum Was Adjourned.
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Attachment 2

h e.

The U.S. Department of 1ergy (DOE) has issued the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action
Environmen Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-U:  Plan (HRA  S) for public
rev vand comment. ...e public review : 1 :ntper 1runs.from April 23, 1999 to
June 7, 1999. Public comment on this Revised Draft will be considered by DOE in completing
the Final EIS, and the Record of Decision (ROD). While development of the CLUP will be
complete with release of the HRA-EIS ROD, full implementation of the CLUP is expected to
take at least 50 years. . '

The DOE will hold public hearings on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS on:

May 18, 1999 May 20, 1999 June 3, 1999

State Office Building ' Shilo Inn Ridpath Hotel

800 NE Oregon Street 50 Comstock Road West 515 Sprague Ave.
Portland, Oregon Richland, Washington Spokane, Washington
Information: 6-7 p.m. Information: 3-5 p.m. Information: 6-7 p.m.
Public Hearing: 7 p.m. _ and 6-7 p.m. Public Hearing: 7 p.m.

‘Public Hearing: 7 p.m.

In addition, during the comment period DOE will participate in public involvement activities
sponsored by the other cooperating agencies, at times and locations to be determined.

Requests for copies of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, further information on the Revised Draft
HRA-EIS, and/or written comments on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS should be directed

to: Thomas W. Ferns, DOE NEPA Document Manager for the HRA-EIS, U.S. Department of
Energy, Richland Operations Office, P.O. Box 550, MSIN HO-12, Richland, WA 99352-0550.
Requests for copies of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS or comments on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS
can also be made through (1) the Internet at Thomas_W_Ferns@ri.gov or (2) by FAX at (509)
.376-4360. The document is available for viewing at the DOE’s public reading rooms and
information repositories, and on the DOE Hanford iternet Home Page at:

http://www.hanfo'rd.gov/eis/hraeis/hraeis.htm



Cooperating Agencies and Consulting Tribal Governments

The nine cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments that participated in the
preparation of this Revised Draft HRA-EIS are: the U.S. Department of the Interior (Bureau of
Land Management [BLM], Bureau of Reclamation [BoR], and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
TUSFWS])); the City of Richland, WA; Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties; the Nez Perce
..ibe, Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management; and the

Con Jera iTribesoftl Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR).

The HRA-EIS will be used by the DOE and the nine cooperating and consulting agencies to
develop a comprehensive land-use plan (CLUP) for the Hanford Site. Implementation of the
CLUP will begin a more detailed planning process for land-use and facility-use decisions at the
Hanford Site. The DC _ will use the CLUP to screen proposals. Eventually, management of

I aford Site areas will move toward the CLUP land-use goais. This CLUP process could take
more than 50 years to fully achieve the land-use goals. '

The final CLUP will consist of the following:
A final Land-Use Map, depicting the desired future patterns of land use on the Hanford Site.
This map will be one of the alternative land-use maps presented in the EIS, or a map that

combines features of several of the alternatives maps based on public comment.

Land-Use Definitions, describing the purpose, intent, and priricipal use(s) of each land-use
designation on the final CLUP map.

Land-Use Policies, directing land-use actions. These policies ensure that individual actions of
successive administrations shall collectively advance the adopted CLUP map, goals, and
objectives.

Land-Use Implemenfing Procedures, including:

. Administrative procedures for reviewing and approving requests for use of Hanford Site

lands.
. A Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB), consisting of representatives from the

cooperating agencies and the affected Tribes, to evaluate and make recommendations
on development proposals and land-use requests. It is anticipated that some requested
activities will be allowed to occur under the plan, but that others will need to be modified
or required to incorporate mitigation to reduce potential impacts.

. New or revised "area” and "resource” management plans for the Site aligned and
coordinated with the new land-use maps, policies and procedures of the adopted CLUP.



The HRA-EIS Alternatives

Six land-use alternatives (including the No-Action) were developed by the nine Cooperating
Agencies and Consulting Tribal Governments using common land-use designations and
definitions. With the exception of the No-Action Alternative, each of the six alternatives
represents a Tribal, Federal, state, or local agency's Preferred Alternative.

No-Action Alternative. This alternative, developed by DOE in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), presents the cur it status of land use at the
Hanford Si and reprc :nts ange from « rent land-managen 1t processes or
intergovernmental relationships with the cooperating agencies. Specific land-use decisions for
Hanford would continue to be made under the NEPA process and the Tri-Party agreement,
based on the Hanford Strategic Plan (Mission Plan) and on a project-by-project basis.

DOE’s Pre d Alternative. DOE’s Preferred Alternative anticipates multiple uses of
Hanford, in ng icipa [futu DOE missions, non-DOE Federal missions, and other
public and private-sector land uses. The DOE Preferred Alternative would do the following:

. for the clean-up mission — consolidate waste management operations on 50.1 km?
(20 mi?) in the Central Plateau of the Site.

. for the economic development mission — allow industrial development in the eastern and
southern portions of Hanford and increase recreational access to the Columbia River.

. for the Natural Resource Trustee mission — expand the existing Saddle Mountain
National Wildlife Refuge to include all of the Wahluke Slope (North Slope) of the Site,
consistent with the 1994 Hanford Reach EIS and 1996 Hanford Reach Record of
Decision; place the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) under USFWS
management by permit; and ensure that, where practicable, withdrawn BLM lands are
clean enough to support BLM's multiple-use mandate (i.e., mining and grazing).

Alternative One (Natural Resource Trustee). The USFWS's alternative emphasizes a
Federal stewardship role for managing the natural resources at Hanford. This alternative
considers these resources in a regional context, and would expand the existing Saddle
Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to include all of the Wahluke Slope (North Slope), the
Riverlands, McGee Ranch, and the ALE Reserve (e.g, all of the Hanford lands north and east of
the Columbia River, including the islands, and west of State Highways 24 and 240). The vision
of Alternative One is to conserve the Hanford Site shrub-steppe ecosystem and protect the
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River.

Alternative Two (Nez Perce Tribe, Environmental Restoration/Waste Management
Department). This Nez Perce alternative calls for preservation of natural and cultural
resources and traditional Tribal use at the Site. Future DOE missinns would be constrained to
the Central Plateau, 300 Area, and 400 Area. This alternative reflects Tribal visions and views
of Tribal treaty rights and traditional Tribal uses of Hanford lands.



Alternative Three (Cities and Counties). This local governments’ alternative is based on the
individual planning efforts of local agencies and organizations including Benton County,
Franklin County, Grant County, and the City of Richland. Alternative Three recognizes the
potential that land use at the Hanford Site has in relation to economic development. Alternative
. Three would allow dryland (non-irrigated) agricultural and grazing activities, and irrigated
agriculture on the Hanford Site. The land-use designations contained in Alternative Three were
developed consistent with local availability of infrastructure, nearness of urban areas, soils
capabilities, and current use patterns.

Alternative Four (Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Res: ation, CTUIR). This
CTUIR alternative calls fory servation of natural resourc 5 anc ; of religious importance
to the CTUIR as well as traditional Tribal uses of Hanford lands, while allowing DOE greater
flexibility during the clean-up mission. This alternative reflects Tribal visions and views of Tribal
treaty rights and traditional Tribal uses of Hanford lands.
























1990s, a series of concerns

were raised about the
potential for wastes in some of
Hanford's tanks to ignite or
explode. It was feared that an
explosion or fire inside a tank
could cause the dome to
collapse and provide an ou :t
for radioactive materials to
reach the environment.

I n 1989 and into the early

By mid-1990, concern about
these and other safety issues
prompted a number of expert
studies to assess the immedi-
ate threat. Most of the assess-
ments indicated that the
chance of a fire or.explosion in
a tank was possible, but not
imminent.

Congressman (now Sena-
tor) Ron Wyden of Oregon
successfully proposed legisla-
tion that created a “Watch List”
of tanks. Tanks on the Watch
List require special safety
precautions because of the
potential for release of high
level radioactive waste
through a fire or explosion.
The Watch List was created in
January 1991. There were four
issues of concern: hydrogen,

ferrocyanide, organics and
1 th heat.

* hydrogen is generated
through chemical reactions
in the tank waste. At
certain concentrations,
hydrogen is flammable. At
higher concentrations it is
explosive.

e about 350to of ferrocya-
nide were added to two
dozen tanks in the early

)50s to separate cesium
and strontium from the
waste. Under high tem-
peratures and at certain
concentrations, ferrocya-
nide can explode.

e more than five million
pounds of organic chemi-
cals were added to the
tanks, mainly as a result of
efforts to remove strontium
from the wastes. At certain
concentrations and at
certain temperatures,
organics can ignite.

¢ radioactive decay in the
waste can create tempera-
tures great enough to cause
the waste to boil. If the
tank were to leak, adding







ost people familiar
with Hanford’s tanks
& agree there are two

kinds of tanks at Hanford -
those that leak and those that

tanks. The greatest opportu-
nity to reduce this risk is now,
while the waste is still some-
what contained. It will be
much more difficult - perhaps

will leak. All of
the 149 single
shell tanks are
beyond their
design life.
Some are sus-
pected to have
little structural
integrity left.
The double shel

“The health, environmental and

economic consequences of the tank

waste treatment and disposal pro-

gram are extreme.” Hanford

Advisory Board advice to DOE, the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
| and the Washin  »n Department of

impossible —
and certainly
much more
expensive, to
remove waste
leaked into the
soil and ground-
water.

The tank

tanks have yet to Ecology, December 4, 1998.

leak, but it is

only a matter of time before
they do. The degradation of
the tanks will only continue.

Further releases to the
ground, groundwater and the
Columbia River are the inevi-
table result of tank failure. The
contamination already in the
groundwater could reach the
Columbia River in as little as 20
years and continue for the next
5,000 years.

Past leaks, although signifi-
cant on their own, represent
only a small percentage of the
waste still remaining in the

waste cannot
be removed and
immobilized
without treatment facilities.
Without these facilities:

e waste in the double shell
tanks cannot be removed
and they will eventually fill
and begin ) fail

¢ the single shell tanks will
continue to fail

¢ contan 1ation to ground-
water and the Columbia
River will increase

* catastrophic risks from
infrastructure failure and
explosion will increase

| | L















Listings in  ‘alics” indicate public involvement activities
sponsored by ¢ 1er organizations that relate to Hanford issues

Contact to provide input/update informa
Nancy B. Myers
Bechtel Hanford, Inc.
'372-9059

Revised - 04/27/99
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Attachment 5
April 28, 1999

State of regon/ U.S. Department of Energy Open Action Items.

1. The State of Oregon has submitted work plans and funding requests in order to prepare for the
October 1999 date (the Hanford Sites current ship date on the national transuranic list). he
response has been the Hanford Site is not close enough to justify preparations yet.

Action: RL-D( to relay the above noted concerns to RL’s Assistant Manager for Waste
Management. '

Status: Complete.

2. Action: M. Blazek to develop a letter to the DC.. Headquarters regarding the odonski visit.
Status: Complete.

3. Actic  G. McClure and K. Randolph to follow up on activities related to the Privatization
Public Involvement Plan.
Status: Complete.

4. Action: G. McClure to discuss public notification possibilities regarding current FFTF status
with R. Stanley of the State of Washington.
Status: Complete. '

5. Action: The DOE is expecting enforcement actions in the next couple of months as a result of
last summers Environmental Protection Agency Multi-Media inspections. J. Rasmussen will

- provide additional information to the State of Oregon when it is available.

Status: Complete.

6. :tion: W. Taylor to review public involvement plans for Privatization effort and discuss with
M. Blazek.
Status: Complete.

7. Act RL took the action to put together a coordinated schedule of meetings and activities
to try to find a fit for the _ oposed public involv. ent activities ....... =~ W _IS Hanford
Alternative).

atus: Ci ete.

8. Action: A public involvement plan (for the Groundwater Vadose Zone Integration Project)
was discussed wi  a copy to be provided by N. Myers to M.  azek
Status: Open.



