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AGENDA
DOE/OREGON BI-MONTHLY FORUM
January 25, 2000
Fed. Bldg. Rm. 780 — 1:00 p.m.
Richland, WA.
1. Introduction — Steve Wisness

2. DOE Headquarters Update — Ray Greenberg (By phone 301-903-1826)

3. Low-Level/Low-Level Mixed Waste PEIS Update, 1:15 p.m. — Helen Bellencan, DOE/HQ
(by phone)

4. Groundwater/Vadose Zone/CRCIA Discussion, 1:30 p.m. — Mike Thompson

5. FFTF - PEIS/Funding, 2:00 p.m. — Doug Chapin

6. Idaho High Level EIS Process — Gail McClure/Mary Lou Blazek

7. FY 2002 Budget Public Meetings/Workshops — Gail McClure/Mary Lou Blazek
8. Tri-Party Agreement Status Report — George Sanders

9. Hanford Openness Report — Mary Lou Blazek/Yvonne Sherman

10. Oregon Hanford Background Video Status — Ken Niles

11. Action Items — Ron Morﬁson |

12. Other items of interest -- All

13. Wrap-up and Next Meeting Date



MEETING MINUTES, January 25, 2000 (Richland, Washington)

1. Introductions.

Steve Wisness, Ray Greenberg and Helen Bellencan were introduced to the attendees. Steve
Wisness is the acting Director of the U. S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) Office of External
Affairs. Ray Greenberg is an Office of River Protection Remediation Scientist for the U. S.
Department of Energy — Headquarters (DOE-HQ). And Helen Bellencan is with the DOE-HQ
Office of Integration and Disposition (previously Office of Waste Management).

2. DOE Headquarters Update.

Ray Greenberg discussed the recent reorganization of the Department of Energy Headquarters
Office. It was pointed out that the new organization is established by function and by the various
DOE sites. Also an office of Integration has been set up.  y Greenberg stated that he would
continue to be the DOE Headquarters representative for working with the State of Oregon in the
Forum meetings. ‘

Action: Mary Lou Blazek requested an organization chart of the new DOE Headquarteré
Environmental Management Office.

In response to the above request the following Internet address was provided.
WWW .em.doe.gov/orgchart.html (See Attachment 1).

3. Low-Level/Low-Level Mixed Waste PEIS Update.

Helen Bellencan provided a discussion of Attachment 2 “National Waste Management
Programmatic ROD — Informational Session A Presentation to the Hanford Advisory Board
Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committee, January 12, 2000”. It was pointed out that
the preferred options were to conduct minimum treatment for Low-Level Waste at all sites and to
conduct regional treatment for Mixed Low-Level Waste at Hanford, SRS, INEEL, and ORR.
Disposal is to be at several regional sites.

Mary Lou Blazek asked if the “1998 document™ brought the DOE to the conclusion noted in the
first bulleted item on page 5 of Attachment 2 which reads “DOE issued the notice on December
10, 1999 — Hanford and NTS were identified as regional disposal sites for LLW and MLLW —
This is not a formal reopening of the public comment period”

Helen Bellencan responded no, but the “1998 document” contains the details that lead to the
conclusion in question.

Mary Lou Blazek asked how the conclusion was reached?

Helen Bellencan responded that many of the details are in the information package though the
absolute rationale is not there which is typical of these documents. A Record of Decision is
expected to be released in February.



Mary Lou Blazek asked what is the next step in the process.

Helen Bellencan stated that implementation is the next step.

Mary Lou Blazek asked where the environmental impacts are addressed?

Helen Bellencan responded that the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement would
provide the impacts on the preferred option and the infor1 “ion package addresses the other
options considered. '

Mary Lou B ek asked if Hanford’s impacts were addressed in the 1998 document?

Helen Bellencan responded that they were.

Felix Miera asked if the information package was a response to comments document?

Helen Bellencan responded that it was not and that a separate response to comments document
was developed.

Mary Lou Blazek stated that the State of Oregon has more comments and asked how to place
them into the system?

Helen Bellencan responded that any comments on the site preferences should be sent in,
although, the comment process is not being reopened.

Mary Lou Blazek asked what about comments on the Record of Decision?
Helen Bellencan responded that these comments should be sent in as soon as possible.

Action: F. Miera to provide deadline for submitting comments on the Record of Decision.

8. Tri-Party Agreement Status Report.

George Sanders reported that Tank Waste Treatment Privatization negotiations are still ongoing
with the State of Washington. The current deadline for completion of negotiations is January 31,
2000. Within the negotiations are two major areas of discussion: 1) the establishment of a
baseline of milestones within the Tri-Party Agreement for the Privatization of treatment of
Hanford tank wastes and 2) the settlement of a dispute over the Hanford Site’s compliance with
Land Disposal Restrictions.

Mary Lou Blazek asked George Sanders if he was optimistic with respect to the outcome of the
negotiations.

George Sanders responded that it was uncertain if the negotiations would be successful since
very complex issues were at the heart of the negotiations.



Mary Lou Blazek stated that her office was very interested in 2 mechanism for receiving regular
status of Tri-Party Agreement milestones, perhaps on a quarterly basis.

Action: G. Sanders to look into a Tri-Party Agreement milestone reporting mechanism which
would meet the State of Oregons needs, hopefully without developing an entirely new reporting
system.

George Sanders also reported that the Inspector Generals report is due out and is likely to be
negative.

9. Hanford Openness Report.

Mary Lou Blazek nrovided Attachment 3, a letter dated January 20, 2000, to Carolyn Huntoon
from Mary Lou k. Mary " uB" ‘k asked if the . ¢br 23, 2000 meeting, mentioned in
another letter dated the 10" was still planned to be held. Yvonne Sherman responded that yes, it
was still planned to take place.

Mary Lou Blazek stated that the letter does not include any union members and is a concern to
be worked out. Additionally, there are 15 other items of concern to be addressed.

4. Goundwater/Vadose Zone/CRCIA Discussion.

Mike Thompson provided Attachment 4 “Hanford Site Groundwater/Vadose Zone Integration
Project Integration Project Briefing, dated January 25, 1999”. Mike Thompson went on to state
that tensions are high regarding the Project, and the comments and concerns are difficult but, are
being taken seriously. Systems assessment capability is perhaps the most difficult endeavor.

Action: Mary Lou Blazek to provide listing of issues.

Mike Thompson stated that a meeting was held on January 19, 2000. The following were
general results of that meeting:

- The DOE recognized benefits of the CRCIA team’s input,

- That the members can work effectively to reach a concensus,

- That input will be accepted from the group, but, not as consensus advice (as defined -
by the FACA),

- The DOE will respond to any input from the team, and

- Meetings must be open and not only include the team members.

One concern we have developed is whether the CRCIA Team is representing/speaking for their
representative organizations such as the Tribes and the State of Oregon. We have received
conflicting inputs.

The date of the next CRCIA meeting has not been set. Currently the CRCIA Team is to pull
together their comments and then possibly workshops will be held.



Action: Ron Morrison to provide K. Klein CRCIA related letter mentioned above, to Mary Lou
Blazek and Gail McClure.

Mary Lou Blazek stated that the adequacy of the data going into your modeling is a concern and
should be addressed carefully as to what modeling can or cannot accomplish.

5. FFTF — PEIS Funding.

Doug Chapin provided Attachments 5 and 6 and a status of the PEIS effort. It was noted that
scoping was completed on October 31, 1999 and included seven scoping meetings as noted in
Attachment 5. Currently there is an 11.7 million dollar shortfall in funding with 3.8 million
dollars earmarked for the EIS. It was pointed out that an alternative of FFTF shutdown has been
added as a standalone alternative.

The current schedule is as follows:
- The draft PEIS will be out in May of 2000,
- Public meetings will be held in June of 2000,
- Publishing and distribution of the final version will be by October of 2000 and
- The PEIS will be finalized by December of 2000.

A three month delay may be a possibility for all of the above dates and the funding shortfall
remains an issue.

Mary Lou Blazek asked when a firm schedule would be available.

Doug Chapin responded that a schedule should be available in February depending on the
outcome of the funding issue.

10. Oregon Hanford Background Video Status.

Mary Lou Blazek stated that the State of Oregon has been asked by the Oregon Waste Board to
develop a background video on Hanford in order to give presentations in the board members
home communities. We are utilizing available footage in order to save costs. The video will be
very general in nature and content as it is intended for audiences without Hanford experience.

Action: Mary Lou Blazek to provide draft of video script to Gail McClure.

6. Idaho High Level EIS Process.

Gail McClure expressed that there is not a lot of new information on this subject. An
informational meeting is scheduled for February 3, 2000 after the Hanford Advisory Board
meeting and in the same location. Additionally, meetings are scheduled in Portland on February
22, 2000 and in Richland on February 24, 2000.

The Office of River Protection “Roadshow” meeting is scheduled for February 23/24, 2000.



Mary Lou Blazek stated that her understanding was that an Office of River Protection meeting
was to be held in Oregon on February 28, 2000. Felix Miera responded that it had been
cancelled.

Mary Lou Blazek expressed concern about the Public Involvement efforts in Oregon regarding
the Idaho EIS. Current DOE plans will be very expensive and we can help save considerable
money on the meetings. If the DOE is struggling for adequate funding why won’t the DOE work
with the State of Oregon to easily save money on necessary public meetings?

Action: F. Miera to provide specifics of above discussion to Idaho DOE to pass on the
information of the noted concern.

7. FY 201 idgetT Hlie]l  ting ¥ S,

Gail McClure stated that a workshop is planned for February 10, 2000 in Portland Oregon from
6pm to 8pm and will be open to the public. The workshop is intended to develop criteria for
Hanford priorities. The DOE plans to take comments at the workshop but, the format will be
different.

Mary Lou Blazek stated that public interest groups want assurance they can provide formal
comments in the fall.

Felix Miera responded that the best time to make inputs is in the Spring.

Gail McClure stressed that on March 8" there will be a big budget briefing. The Integrated
Priority List will be available from March 1, 2000 through March 31, 2000 for review and
comment. '

Mary Lou Blazek stated that the February workshops are great but, a formal public meeting in
Portland Oregon is needed in mid March. Mary Lou Blazek said she would communicate this
need to W. Ballard in Planning and Integration.

Action: Gail McClure and Felix Miera to carry forward the request for a public meeting in
Portland Oregon.

11. Action Items.
See Attachment 7 for action items and status.

12. Other Items of Interest.

Steve Wisness provided Attachment 8 “Notification Issues Resulting From the 241-S-103 Spill -
January 20, 2000” and conducted a discussion of notification concerns. Steve Wisness stressed
that appropriate corrective actions had been taken.



11. Next Oregon/DOE Forum Meeting.
It was tentatively agreed that the next Forum would take place on March 27, 2000 at 1: OOpm in

Richland, Washington.

The Forum Was Adjourned.
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Presentation to 1 1e Hanford Advisory Board Heal' 1, Safety, and
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The Waste Mar agemen ’ro ra mn at':
Environmenta. Impact Statemen’ (WM P"IIS)

* Where we are in the process
- Initiated in 1990; Draft issued in August 1995
» Over 1500 comments received

* Focused on wastes generated a1 d stc ed by 1 1e
Waste Management (WM) program

- Evaluated 54 sites which generate or have : 1 inv :ntory
substantial quantities of - 1ese wastes: T. J, 1AZ, MLLW,
LLW, HLW

» TRU waste: treatment and storage
» Hazardous waste: treatment

» HLW: storage

» MLLW: treatment and disposal
» LLW: treatment and disposal










Process for Issuingt e LLW . « MLLW
Treatment and Disposal Recor of Decisio

e DOE issued the notice on De@ember 10, 999

- Hanford and NTS were identified as regional disposal sites for
LLWand M .LW

— This is not a formal rec »ening of the publiccc 1ment period

e Record of decision for LLW and M_LLW treatment and
disposal will be the final ROD issued frc 1 the WM PEIS

- Will identify the Department’s regional treat 1ent and disposa
sites for LLW and MLLW

— Will not make CE RCLA cleanup decisions

» Does consider potential volumes of CERCLA waste which may be
disposed in the “waste management” disposal facilities

- W'l not decide mode or routes for transpoi : ‘ion












Estimated Volume o” Waste
Needing Off-Site Dis >osal

LLW: ~390,000 cubic meters
MLLW: ~110,000 cubic meters

Estimate includes potential volumes : CERCLA
waste which may be disposed in “w. ste
management” disposal facilities
















Hanford
Openness

Workshops

4225 Roosevelt Way, NE
Suite 100

Seartle, WA 98105
(206) 616-3719

FAX: (206) 616-4875

wp://www.hanford.gov/boards
lopennessindex.hem

The Hanford Openness
Workshops are a
collaborative effore
_among the U.S.
Department of Encrgy-
Richland Operations
Office, the Consortium
for Risk Evaluation
with Stakeholder
Participation, the
Oregon Office of
Energy, the Washingron
- Deparsment of Ecology,
and regional Tribal
and citizen
representatives.

Attachment 3

January 20,2000

Carolyn Huntoon

Assistant Secretary for
Environmental Management
US Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Huntoon:

We appreciate your September 24, 1999 response to the Hanford Openness Workshops’
1998 recommendations. We have studied your responses and find we need clarification
on some points made in your response and ask that you reconsider others.

For ease of reference I will state the recommendation and the part of your response that
gives us concem.

2-HQ: Include incentives for achieving openness goals and penalties for not
achieving goals in contracts.

Response in part: Openness and responsiveness to community needs for access and
information are important components of the award fee pool ...the Fee Determining
Officer makes a determination of an appropriate award fee based on his/her judgement.

Request: We understand that setting discrete fee measures in the award fee pool can limit
the Fee Determining Official in penalizing a contractor for failed performance. However,
it is equally true that failing to establish these measures for the Fee Determining Official
leaves so much to discretion that important measures may go completely unsatisfied and
the contractor can still receive most or all of the award fee. The “values” of DOE staff in
measuring contractor performance may differ significantly from the “values” expressed
by workers and the public.

We request that DOE\HQ), at a minimum, provide guidance with stakeholder involvement
to the Fee Determining Official as a tool to evaluate the contractor performance and
award fees.

3-HQ: Create a standard contract clause stating that the six percent of fee for all
projects to which a fee is attached may be withheld if information is not made
available to the public and regulators for review in a timely manner. This would
allow for informed participation in decision-making, and for notice to the public of
major issues affected by such decisions.

Response in part ... FDO can actually penalize a contractor more severely if
circumstances warrant.



Request:

» The customers for public involvement should have to opportunity to provide input to the Fee
Determining Officer (FDO) before the judgement is made on the award fee. There is little public,
stakeholder or regulator feedback regarding contractor performance. This should be an important part
of the evaluation process. Currently, the FDO evaluates only how the contractors served the Office of
External Affairs.

» No fee was withheld from the contractor(s) for providing data that was inconsistent with earlier data
and provided incorrect indirect cost numbers to Member of Congress, the HAB and stakeholders.

> No fee was withheld for contractor(s) violation of federal procurement regulations and contract
provisions for allowing (urging) employees to lobby for the award of a contract to restart FFTF.

5-HQ: Design early and comprehensive public comment processes, including meaningful early
notice, use advisory boards, and seeking input before internal decisions are made.

Response in part: The Department is constantly looking for ways to improve public participation in its
planning d¢ ‘sion making processes and welcomes specific suggestions for improvements.

Request: Review recommendation 99-23 in the attached report to develop more useful and
comprehensive public involvement. The specific suggestions for improvements can easily be deduced
from our evaluations of particular meetings. In addition, the work of the Site Specific Advisory Boards is
critical but is only one aspect of public involvement.

6-HQ: Meet requirements for records access and notification, early disclosure of problems, safety
issues, past releases, conflicting professional op on, and other relevant information.

Response in part: The Department will address any specific concems ...brought to our attention.

Request:

> Contractors failed to provide notification of probable leak from one High-Level nuclear waste tank
after the process agreed upon with the regulators to determine if a leak occurred determined that a
leak had most likely occurred.

> Five and a half hours elapsed after a Tank S-103 tank transfer leak before regulators were informed.

Stakeholders were notified up to 14 or more hours after the leak was detected. Procedures are in
place for immediate-early notification.

7-HQ: Define adequate notice as “notice designated to inform someone reasonably desirous of
notice of the impact to his or her interest(s), of the potential risks, or impact to values of
stakeholders.”

Response in part: The Department is implementing the spirit of this recommendation. Future revisions to
the policy provide an opportunity to formalize this definition of “adequate notice”.

Request: The Hanford Openness Workshops or Northwest stakeholders welcome the opportunity to
review the draft revised policy containing the definition of “adequate notice.” DOE should design the
revised policy to clarify DOE’s responsibility to ensure meaningful public involvement.

8-HQ: Establish independent mechanisms for review of compliance with openness objectives.
Guidance should require all sites to use an advisory panel.

Response in part: Many sites such as Richland undertake such an evaluation annually. As stated ... the
Department has established Site Specific Advisory Boards at a number of sites.



Request: DOE Richland is doing a good job of evaluating public involvement on some levels. However,
they are not yet successful in gaining meaningful input from the public or community outreach activities.
The Hanford Advisory Board does not evaluate Openness nor do other Site Specific Advisory Boards to
our knowledge. We believe a separate panel or group should be tasked to review, provide feedback,
evaluate and give recommendations on how to improve openness at each site. Openness in this context
means easier access to material, people and the decision-making processes.

9-HQ: To ensure a retaliation-free workplace and zero tolerance of retaliation, have standard
contract clauses for projects to lose all incentive fees and to receive a standard penalty for any
adverse external adjudicatory finding of retaliation or discrimination.

Response in part: Part 708 was modified ...to broaden its eligibility and affords additional protection to
workers.

Request: That per our 1998 recommendation, standard contract clauses should include as” * 1pe 'ty
for vy se external adjudicat. _ finding of retaliation or discrimination. The failure to demonstrate a
measurable impact on fee where there has been repeated retaliation against employees raising safety or
environmental concerns sent a signal to the workforce and public that retaliation is tolerated ; i.e. Bechtel
received a fee award of 97% for FY 1999 with no discernible impact due to openness concerns and
documented retaliation cases.

11-HQ: Declassify and provide through contract language, access to records relevant to
environmental, safety and health concerns.

Response in part: The Department of Energy does not classify now, nor has it classified since 1950,
information concerning environmental, safety and health information.

Request: The Department may not have classified reports identified as environmental, safety and health
reports since 1950. However, the Department clearly has classified documents during this period which
contain information relating to the environment, safety and health. At Hanford, River related
contamination data and documents calculating the safety impacts from actual or proposed operations and
releases were classified into the 1980’s. The Hanford Openness Workshops documented that much of the
non classified and vital environmental, safety and health data are still inaccessible as if it were classified.
The Department must have a clearly stated policy requiring routine document/information releases and
disclosure of information embedded in other departmental documents.

12-HQ: Meet commitments to provide meaningful public involvement.
Response in part: The Department is constantly looking for ways to improve public involvement...

Request: On several occasions, both in Washington DC and in the Northwest, from February to April
1999, specific advice on public information and public involvement for the October 1999 FFTF scoping
hearings was given to DOE. The advice included creative mechanisms to reach audiences not previously
involved in Hanford issues. The Oregon Office of Energy offered support to ensure Oregon meeting
spaces were convenient and cost-effective. None of this advice was used. Traditional public meetings
were conducted in a very expensive and not easily accessed facility. DOE-Headquarters and Richland
representatives agreed to a technical focus group meeting in Portland before the public meeting, which
provided specific scoping comments. Few scoping comments resulted from the public meeting.



DOE should work cooperatively with local, state, tribal and organizational expertise to help them
schedule, format and conduct more productive public meetings.

17-HQ: Provide training for supervisors and other workers by employee-concerns experts.

Response in part: Training for supervisory employees is currently provided upon request ... The

Department is re-evaluating the need for mandatory supervisory training and is currently developing a
pilot for the training.

Request: We strongly support mandatory training. We believe DOE should conduct limited stakeholder
review of supervisory training programs related to employee concerns.

24-HQ: Require the Department of Energy’s Office of Oversight, Environment, Safety and Health,
to ascertain, through its normal inspection duties, or upon request from the Office of Employee
Concern, whether a “chilling effect” on employee concerns exists at a specific facility, or with '
DC ™ division, and to order corrective actions to remedy such environment.

Response in part: An agreement currently exists with the IG to support their investigative role on safety
allegations, a role that EH plans to expand upon.

Request: The IG’s actions to resolve whistleblower concerns have failed to instill public or worker
confidence that allegations are resolved and employees are protected from retaliation. We don’t believe
expanding the role of the IG will solve this issue. There should be specific authority within the Office of
Oversight, Environment, Safety and Health to order a remedy when “chilling effect” is found.

29-HQ: Develop and employ a system, with input from stakeholders, for prioritization that will
identify the types of material typically found in classes and types of documents, such as the location
of radioactive or hazardous materials; disposition of such materials; releases to the environment;
exposure of site employees or records that contain information on site accidents or incidents
involving hazardous materials.

Response in part: The Department of Energy has begun to implement this recommendation and one
example is the Hanford Declassification Project.

Request: Although we are very pleased with the progress being made by the Hanford Declassification
Project, input from stakeholders has not been a routine part of the process. Some stakeholder involvement
has been included during the Hanford Environmental Dose Reconstruction Project and the Openness
Workshops. We recommend a procedure that includes stakeholders in the prioritization of declassification
efforts complex wide. We also emphasize the inadequacy of keyword searches in identifying documents.
Keywords are only useful if they properly identify the content of the document. Keyword searches often
fail to find relevant documents. The Hanford Openness Workshops strongly recommend new technology
development and deployment for this reason.

32-HQ: In addition to the above segregation, rank records, with stakeholder participation, for
declassification and public release.

Response in part: The Office of Declassification works with various stakeholder groups to identify their
priorities ... At Headquarters, these groups represent primarily historians ...



Request: DOE should provide the opportunity for stakeholders to help identify priorities. This should be
done in a formal manner. That is, identify interested parties and meet or correspond with them on a
routine basis to gain input on priorities.

44-HQ: Examine and incorporate technology that will aid in the identification and assessment of
information contained in documents to allow better prioritization.

Response in part: The Department is examining and incorporating technology that will assist in

identifying and assessing information contained in documents to allow better prioritization. The OD will
keep the HOW abreast of progress in this area as we move forward.

Request: The HOW as an entity has not asked for funding to continue its work until it is clear there is a
need and what the scope of work might be. The nine workshops conducted to date were very successful
and each had specific purpose. We will be looking at future needs in the next 6 months. In the interim OD
should involve Yvonne Sherman, DOE RL; Dirk Dunning, Oregon Office of Energy; and Mary Lou
Blazek, HOW Spokesperson of progress in this area. These HOW members will keep otherr  nbers and
eholders informed. ‘
46-HQ: Develop systems to perform “data mining”- looking for patterns of information relevant to
a variety of searches.

Response in part: The Department has developed a number of “data mining” systems that are currently
in place.

Request: Please clarify where these may be found. We are aware of simple search systems in OpenNet
and related sites. We are not aware of any data mining system in place for access by stakeholders.

47-HQ: Develop technical means to preserve physical documents and records as well as the content
of the records.

Response in part: The Office of Management and Evaluation provides records management support for
all of the Office of Environmental Management Headquarters ... Appropriate procedures are in place for
maintaining classified records. No additional action is required.

Request: The intent of this recommendation was our concern about the physical condition of some of the
documents at Hanford and we assume at the other sites. We would recommend some form of restoration

and or special care for historically significant documents. We recommend putting other historical
documents in a long-lived format.

51-HQ: Recognize and implement the government-to-government relationship between the United
States and American Indian Tribes reflected in the DOE American Indian Policy.

Response in part: The Department recognizes the government-to-government relationship between the
United States and federally recognized American Indian Tribes.

Request: The Declassification Project is a good example of a project that should have long ago included
consultation with the Tribes about declassification priorities. The Tribes have interests in not
declassifying some information based on cultural and religious reasons. The Hanford Openness
Workshops provided the first opportunity for the Northwest Tribes to share their concerns with
declassifiers. Even then, the mechanism to work with the Tribes was a DOE/State/stakeholder group, i.e.,
the HOW. DOE did not work with the Tribes individually on a government-to-government basis to elicit
and resolve concerns.



Thank you for your attention to these matters. I look forward to your response to these concerns before
we meet with Keith Klein, Manager, DOE-Richland Operation Office and Dick French, Manager, Office

of River Protection, in late February. Your responses will also help us make decisions about the need for
further Hanford Openness Workshops.

If you have any questions about the points raised you can contact me at (503) 378-5544.

Sincerely, / 2
Zary Lo’é Blazek j
HOW Spokesperson

Cc: Martha Crosland
Richard Burrow
Roger Heusser
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- Attachment 5 .
Chanin, Douglas H . R

From: COLETTE.BROWN@hgq.doe.gov

Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2000 6:04 AM

To: paul_F_Jr_Dunigan@rl.gov; oliver_a_Al_farabee @rl.gov; douglas_H _chapin@rl.gov
Subject: PEIS Summary

I

#69006 vl - PEIS
smeary roR R THis is what | sent on 1/13. Sending again.

Here is the input that | provided to Raj for the Annual NEPA Report.
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PEIS for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy R&D and Isotope Production
Missions in the U.S., Including the Role of the FFTF

Status:

Scoping period ended on October 31, 1999 (SC'W‘:’: B 1 Dags; &.90: ’}a_zl’.”‘;&% 54yt 1979)

ub//;a ™M
Public scoping meetings held in Oak Ridge, TN, Idaho Falls, ID, Portland and Hood River, OR,
and Seattle and Richland, WA
Currently cataloguing, sorting, and responding to comments received during scoping and
conducting environmental analysis of alternatives
PEIS not fully funded, waiting on approval of reprogramming action
Delays in receipt of full funding have resulted in a 3-month slip in PEIS overall schedule
Total Cost - § 2 @M 7@ ATM Mane-nar), plus support from national laboratories for data call
responses.
Schedule - this is the original schedule since the actual slip in schedule has not been formalized

nor has it been discussed with the Secretary’s office. At this point though, we’re anticipating a
3-month slip.

May 2000 - Publish and distribute draft PEIS
June 2000 - Conduct draft PEIS hearings

October 2000 - Publish and distribute final PEIS
December 2000 - Publish ROD

""QSE"’Q’ . 7&/ N .
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Attachment 7

U.S. DOE/S 1 ATE OF OREGON OPEN ACTION ITEMS

January 26, 2000

Action: A public involvement plan (for the Groundwater Vadose Zone Integration Project) was
discussed with a copy to be provided by G. McClure to M. Blazek
Status: OPEN (“Communication Plan still needed).

Action: M. Blazek requested the names of Oregon recipients of the HRA/EIS and copies of
comment sheets.
Status: OPEN (ML Blazek to reply on status of this item).

Action: R. Greenberg to check on status of summit meeting and provide a response to a letter
from Governor Kitzhaber expressing interest in attending a summit meeting.
Status: OPEN



Attachment 8

Notification Issues Resulting
From The 241-S-103 Spill

Jemmy 277007

Dan Connell & Gary Trump

‘Objectives:

 Evaluate Reporting and Notification Issues

* Recommend Improvements

1/20/00 241-S-103 Spill




APPENDIX C
H¥ N~é&~~tjon/Reporting D~~ision Pr

Event or
Condition
Recognized by @
Facility
Management

Eacility

Is the event YES e

an Alert, Site, Eacility
or General Notify 911
POC/ONC

Emergency
DOE-0223)

Facility Facility Facilit
Is the event : Eacility
an Operational N(:;l;y O,ZIC Is Event Operational ONC YES
Emerency 2nd Frovide Emergency? Does Event meet
or Abnormal Initial Description P——> (HFID 232.1B Abnormal
event? within 30 Minutes Section 5.1.A) Criteria?
(HFID 232.1B, (HFID 232.1.B “'°“é{“élafl?” GTD 2218
App. ~ Sec. 5.1.B)
pp. A) 5.1) Rep.

N
/
Facility
Facility Facility Notify RL/ORP
Is the Event [s the cvent an On-Call Rep. &
Reportable? Unusual ONC within 90
(;?;32 l;. Occurrence? minutes.
Sec '9) (HFID 232.1B
' 5.1.B.1.3)
Facility

Facility

Is the event an
Off Normal?

Notify ONC within
two hours & RL/ORP
per facility procedure.

(HFID 232.1B
5.1.B.14 ONC
Notify
' Emergency
Duty Officer —
(HFID 232.1B
5.1.B.6)
A4 Facility < A4
Process Occurrence ONC ONC
A~ ) Reports per Make 30 Make 15
Maxc noutine applicable procedure(s) Minute Notifications Minute
Occurrence Reporting (DOEM 232.1A) to DOE-HQ Emergency ~
Notifications and [ - & Offsite Agencies . ggt’_?‘:::‘;:ii S
Distributions ‘ HFID 232.1B o OfTsite e
< g.l.A & 5.1.B) : and DOE-HQ
(DOE-0223)
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241-S-103 Spill/Rel~~~~ ¥--~nt Timeline

Timeline

2‘!(\*

0330

o=
(98]
1]
\O

E

0345

0408

0415

0432

0445

0750

0825

1046*

Liquid discovered at the S-103 saltwell.
3 workers had contaminated personal clothing below reportable levels.

POC received a 911 call from the West Tank Farm (WTF) shift office, reporting a small
spill at the S-103 saltwell. Reported increased dose levels, 3 people possibly
contaminated.

ONC received notification of the S-103 saltwell event from the POC.

ONC called the WTF shift office toy dose rates. A reading of 3R/hr at one half foot
away was reported. The material was likely waste liquid. WTF was examining reporting
criteria, will call the ONC back.

ONC called WTF shift office to check if event is reportable. Shift office advised area is
roped off, no increased dose levels at fence line, clothing, but no skin contamination.
WTF shift office advised to check if spilled material exceeds a RQ per 40 CFR 302. The
ONC advised WTF the event may be an Abnormal Event.

ONC advised WTF shift office that they need to be more concerned if the release
exceeded any federal permits or needs to be reported to any outside agencies. They are
still checking this out, no firm answer yet from CHG environmental.

The Patrol shift commander cleared the event scene. WTF advised the POC that no
assistance needed from Patrol or Fire.

Occurrence Notification Center (ONC) notified the Emergency Duty Officer (EDO) of
the Tank Farm event.

Event categorized as an Off-Normal Occurrence (ONO) in category 10C (Potential
Concern or Issue)

Washington Department of Ecology notified of the event by WTF. This was a courtesy
notification for any releases. S

Washington Department of Health riotified of the event by WTF. This was a gouft-esj}‘
notification for any releases. '

Tank Farm ECO determined that the spill contained Cs-137, exceeding the CERCLA

Reportable Quantity (RQ), and the event category was changed to 2A (Release, not
monitored, above 50% of CERCLA RQ), but remained an ONO.



1245 (Approximate time) The FH Spill Single Point of Contact (SPOC) was contacted by
Tank Farms about the spill. The FH SPOC informed tank farms that this release needed
to be reported to the National Response Center.

1335* The National Response Center hotline was called by WTF.

1408 ONC requested by WTF to make a notification to the Heart of America about the S-103
event.

1445 (Approximate time) FH SPOC informed ONC about the direction to Tank Farms to
notify an off-site agency of the spill.

1543 ONC made notification to Heart of America by phone about the S-103 event.

1545*% ONC called RPP ECO to request information on CERCLA RQ for Abnormal Event
notification.

1556* WTF ECO informed ONC via e-mail that greater than a CERCLA RQ was involved in
the S-103 spill.

1600* The A repbn was issued by the ONC. The report listed the time of the event as 0230,
time of ONC notification as 1445, and time of categorization as 1536. This report did not
mention the contaminated workers.

1605* The ONC advised WTF to review the reporting criteria for Unusual Occurrence (UO) and
the event was upgraded to a UO by WTF.

1715 An updated AE report was issued by the ONC to include a discussion of the contaminated
workers.



Issue

» Failure to follow existing procedures (RPP)

— HFID 232.B, Notification, Reporting and
Processing of Operations Information

— RPP-PRO-60, Reportir~ Occurren: 1d
. rocessing Operations Information

1/20/00 241-S-103 Spill

Cause:

— Training (General awareness of requirements)

Corrective Action:
— Issue shift instructions (RPP)

— Implement training for shift and on-call
managers (RPP)

1/20/00 241-8-103 Spill




Issue

* Occurrence categorized incorrectly

— RPP-PRO-60, Reporting Occurrences
and Processing Operations Information

- Personal error (with po 1tial
contributing cause)

— misinterpretation
— highest level of categorization

1/20/00 241-S-103 Spill

Corrective Action:

« Implement training for shift managers and
on-call managers (RPP)

» Review criteria and recommend change to
HQ if warranted (FH/RL)

1/20/00 241-8-103 Spill




Issue

* Environmental notifications occurred in an
uncoordinated fashion

— RPP-PRO-453, Spill and Release Reporting

— RPP-PRO-60, Reporting Occurrences and
Processing Operations Information

Cause: Procedure inadequate

— Neither ONC or Shift Office was aware
notifications occurred

1/20/00 241-S-103 Spill

Corrective Action

» Review and revise RPP-PRO-453. Train
appropriate personnel (RPP)

* Integrate Environmental Reporting into
ONC. Offer service to other prime
contractors (FH)

1/20/00 241-8-103 Spill .




Issue

» ONC procedure for Heart of America
notification was not reviewed annually as
required.

C-1se: Management problem

Corrective Action: Develop process to assure
review of procedures are conducted as
required (FH).

1/20/00 241-5-103 Spill




