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DRAFT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

HRA-EIS/CLUP 

The Board was updated on the purpose and need of the HRA-EIS which was stated to be analysis 
of land use alternatives and impacts of completed, ongoing, and potential remedial action 
alternatives, rather than to set cleanup levels. After discussion on both days of the Board's 
meeting, it was agreed that the Board would not provide advice on the HRA-EIS/CLUP. Board 
members will express their issues and concerns about this document to DOE on an individual 
basis. 

Institutional Controls 

The Board heard from the Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committee, EPA, Washington 
Attorney General's Office, and the Department of Energy on the use of institutional controls at 
Hanford. From this background information, several issues and concerns were highlighted and 
the issue was sent back to the Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committee for advice 
development for the December Board meeting. 

Board Adopts Charter Amendment 

The Board agreed to changes its charter so that two seats will be made available specifically to 
representatives from regional universities, the Local Business-Agriculture seat will be transferred 
to a Public-At-Large seat, and that geographic diversity is recognized as an important component 
of the new Public-At-Large seat. 

Board Adopts Advice on Proiect Hanford Management Contract 

The Board heard from Hank Hatch, president of Fluor Daniel Hanford, regarding the transition 
activities of the Project Hanford Management Contract and the costs associated with it. In 
addition, he reported on the subcontracting process and how Fluor Daniel Hanford will hold the 
levels of subcontractors accountable for cost and safety. The Board agreed to send advice which 
listed concerns to be addressed, including independent validation of cost estimates, cost savings 
and rewards for schedule acceleration based on current baseline, early emphasis on Activity 
Based Cost estimating for overhead costs, use of new baselines to negotiate incentives for overall 
cost savings, justification of cost savings, accountability of multiple-layers' contractors, and 
implementation of economic transition goals. 

Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment 

The Board heard from the advisory group and technical experts working on the Columbia River 
Comprehensive Impact Assessment regarding the objectives of the project, results achieved to 
date, and future activities. This subject will be discussed by the Environmental Restoration 
Committee which will be preparing advice for the December Board meeting. 
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Board Adopts Advice on FY'97 Budget Allocations 

The Board heard from DOE regarding the FY'97 budget allocations and how DOE-RL is 
working with Fluor Daniel Hanford to ensure that work continues while work scope is being 
examined based on information provided by Westinghouse Hanford Company. The Board 
agreed to send advice which addressed the shortfall in FY'97 funds and recommendations for 
ensuring that important cleanup work continues. These recommendations included allocation of 
the $15 million set-aside for technology development. $8 million needed for 324 Building B Cell 
cleanout, vadose zone characterization. use of $15 million in unexpended funds for workforce 
separation and $14 million from FY'96 uncosted funds priYatization reserve, and expedited 
review of the schedule and milestones with effort to reduce TWRS management costs and 
overhead. 

Board Adopts Advice on Non-Proliferation Assessment of Fissile Materials 

The Board agreed to send advice to DOE asking for an expansion of the public comment period 
for the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Disposition of Fissile Materials. 

TPA Negotiations on Reactors on the River 

The Board heard from Ecology regarding the upcoming start of negotiations regarding interim 
safe storage and final disposition of the 105 reactor buildings. The Environmental Restoration 
and Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committees will be submitting comments on the 
negotiations and the Board will be consulted as the process continues. 

Fast Flux Test Facilitv Update 

Jim Mecca, DOE, provided a presentation on the status of FFTF as an option for tntmm 
production, costs associated with production, and the decision-making process. If a decision is 
made in December to consider FFTF as an option for tritium production, a year-long NEPA 
process would begin and the Board would be involved in the decision-making process. 
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD 
Draft Meeting Summary 
NOVEMBER 7-8, 1996 
Richland, Washington 

This is only a summary of issues and actions in this meeting. ft may not represent the fullness of 
ideas discussed or opinions given. and should not be used as a substitute for actual public 
involvement or public comment on any particular topic unless specifically identified as such. 

Thursdav, November 7. 1996 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Merilyn Reeves, Oregon League of Women Voters 
(Public-at-Large Seat). The meeting was open to the public. Four specific public comment 
periods were provided, two at I I :45 a.m. and two at the end of each day. 

Members present are listed in Attachmenr I. as are members of the public and others attending. 
Board seats not represented were: Bill Riley, Grant and Franklin Counties (Local Government 
Interest Seat); Rick Berglund. Central Washington Building Trades Council (Hanford Work 
Force Seat); Gerald Sorenson, Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories (Hanford Work Force 
Seat); Shelley Cimon, Oregon Hanford Waste Board (State of Oregon); and Harold Heacock, 
TRIDEC (Local Business Interests Seat). 

ANNOUNCEMENTS MADE THROUGHOUT THE MEETING 
[Items are listed in chronological order, rather than in the order made. Announcements with no 
dates are listed last.} 

• Reappointment letters for both members and alternates will be mailed next week. 

• Marla Marvin from Senator Patty Murray ' s office attended the meeting the afternoon of 
November Th. She has visited the site and is interested in hearing the Board' s discussions. 

• The Chair· s term will be expiring in March. It is time for Board members to begin to think 
about filling the position. 

AGENDA ITEM 1: INTRODUCTIONS AND AGENDA REVIEW 

Merilyn recognized two new alternates, Laura Zybas, Lower Columbia Audubon Society 
(Alternate - Local Environmental Seat) and Stan Stave, City Administrator for the City of West 
Richland (Local Government Seat). She also welcomed Alice Murphy back as the Designated 
Financial Officer. Alice Murphy introduced Mike Little, the newly appointed president of 
Bechtel. Mike expressed his appreciation for the opportunity to attend the HAB and committee 
meetings. He has been impressed by the diversity of opinions being expressed and considered. 
He committed to continuing to be part of the HAB process and listening to the views being 
expressed. 

Hanford Advisory Board. November 7-8 . 1996 
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The new facilitation team of Envirolssues and Technical Resources International briefly 
introduced themsel\·es and called attention to a memorandum distributed which explained the 
transition activities which have taken place and those which will be completed in the next few 
months (Attachmem 2). 

There were no changes to the agenda. 

AGENDA ITEM 2: APPROVE SUMMARY FROM SEPTEMBER 5-6, 1996 MEETING 

Madeline Brown, \Vestinghouse Hanford Company - Non-Union1Non-Management Employees 
(Hanford Work Force), requested that on page 4, several names should be changed to reflect 
correct spellings: Bill Hare changed to Bill Heer; Henri Chaud changed to Chauve; Bob Frisks 
changed to Bob Frix. In addition, on page 5, Don Lofty should be changed to Don Ofte. On page 
15, Yucca Valley should be changed to Yucca Mountain. The agenda item number nine on page 
23 should be changed to the correct spelling of Jackson Kinser which is Kinzer. 

Mark Hermanson. \Vestinghouse Hanford Company - Non-Union1Non-Management Employees 
(Hanford Work Force). expressed his appreciation for the format of the meeting summaries 
which identifies the individuals who speak. Merilyn Reeves asked that the first paragraph on 
page 1 be changed to reflect that four public comment periods were held. 

Merilyn requested Board members make the above changes and write the word "final" on their 
copies of the meeting summary. Revised copies will not be distributed, except in response to 
specific requests. \1erilyn also called attention to the meeting summary from the October 3 
Executive Committee meeting which was placed in the packet in the "Other Committee Items" 
tab. 

AGENDA ITEM 3: HANFORD REMEDIAL ACTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT AND COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN 

It was announced that the public comment period for the Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement (HRA-EIS) and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) has 
been extended to December 10. Lloyd Piper, U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Acting Deputy 
Site Manager, spoke regarding the November 4, 1996 letter (Attachment 3) which was sent to the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Washington Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) which responded to their issues and concerns regarding the HRA-EIS/CLUP. These 
issues and concerns were identified in two letters sent from the agencies (Attachment 4) . A 
similar letter was also sent to Gerry Pollet at Heart of America Northwest responded to his letter 
of October 1, written on behalf of various interest groups (Attachment 5). He apologized for the 
delay in providing a written response. The letter from DOE clarified the intent of the HRA­
EIS/CLUP was not to set cleanup levels, but to analysis of land use alternatives and impacts of 
completed. ongoing, and potential remedial action alternatives. rather than to set cleanup levels. 
Many of the issues and concerns stemmed from the fact that it was not clearly stated that DOE 
intends to abide by the Record of Decisions (ROD) already written by EPA. 
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There has also been much discussion concerning the merging of the HRA-EIS and CLUP into 
one document. Lloyd clarified that the decision to integrate the documents was made over a year 
ago and both the HAB and regulators were informed of the decision. He questioned whether this 
letter appropriately responded to the regulators ' concerns. Both Mike Wilson. Ecology and 
Randy Smith. EPA responded that it did. Randy added his appreciation to DOE for extending 
the public comment period and holding more public meetings. 

Board Discussion 

Merilyn Reeves questioned whether the 45-day public comment period for the final EIS is 
beyond the legal requirement of 30 days. Lloyd clarified that the legal requirement is 30 days, 
but DOE has extended that period an additional 15 days. Norma Jean Germond, Oregon League 
of Women Voters (Public-At-Large), asked whether the agencies are going to be able to see the 
specific language which will clarify the ambiguities in the document which they raised before the 
final EIS is published. Lloyd responded that there will be an ongoing dialogue with the agencies 
and that they will see the language in a draft Final EIS which is an internal DOE document. 

Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action League (Regional Citizens, Environmental, and Public 
Interest Organizations), thanked DOE for the responses and clarifications on a number of issues 
which have been raised. He had two outstanding concerns: I) are cost estimates going to be 
revised; and 2) will another draft be issued with the preferred alternative clearly stated before the 
final EIS so that the public is given a chance to comment on the alternative? Lloyd responded 
that the cost estimates will not be revisited and when the final EIS is published, the preferred 
alternative will be clearly stated in a condensed, easy-to-read document. The document will 
make it easy for the public to respond with comments. Todd restated his concern of having a 
final EIS with an alternative which public comments will not change. 

Merilyn Reeves introduced the draft advice which was developed as a result of Strategic 
Planning Committee meeting held on October 3. The HRA-EIS/CLUP was first introduced to 
the Board at the September Board meeting. The Board must decide, after reading DOE's 
response to the agencies ' concerns and the extension of the public comment period, what advice 
should be given and whether that advice should be finalized at this meeting or at the December 
meeting. Ben Floyd, Benton County Commission (Local Government), expressed his opinion 
that the Board should discuss the advice, and unless there are major concerns, should approve 
advice at this meeting. Dick Belsey, Physicians for Social Responsibility (Local/Regional Public 
Health), believes that the advice could be decided on in December to take into consideration the 
issues which have been resolved today. 

Max Power, Ecology, provided a brief overview of the October l public meeting which was held 
in Richland. Its main objective was to provide information on the HRA-EIS/CLUP with a 
presentation from DOE on the document and presentations from the county and city on their land 
use planning activities. After the presentations, maps and displays were set up around the room 
and the public could ask questions directly to the planners and other experts. The second 
meeting on October 17 was similar except that Lloyd addressed some of the regulators ' concerns. 
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Public comments were on a broad range of issues, including trail and interpretive sites along the 
river; memorials to a Native American massacre and veterans of World War II; displays marking 
the sites of White Bluffs and Hanford: building a zoo; consulting those persons who had been 
displaced as to how the site should be restored; habitat preservation; and acceptability of 
restricted use and remaining contaminants. 

George Kyriazis, City of Kennewick (Local Government), stated that a lot of parties had come to 
the public meetings whom are not usual attendees and he hoped that DOE would be taking their 
comments into consideration. He suggested that the Strategic Planning Committee be 
reconvened to review how the draft advice should be changed in light of the response provided at 
the October 1 7 meeting and advice be adopted in December. Gordon Rogers, Tri-Cities 
Technical Council (Public-At-Large), expressed his satisfaction with the DOE response and has 
no objection to deferring final action on the advice until December. However, the Board should 
hear the city and county concerns regarding the coordination of the land use plans and how they 
might be incorporated into the HRA-EIS . 

Ben Floyd stated that it was Benton Councy·s expectation that \vhen the HRA-EIS and CLUP 
were merged that there would be land use analysis in the HRA-EIS . That has not occurred. If a 
viable land use plan is to be created. then there needs to be analysis of the environmental impacts 
from the specific land use included in the EIS. It is still unclear why the two documents were 
merged. The county and city will do SEPA analysis in the next year so it continues to make 
sense that the two processes (DOE and local government) should be merged together. Thus, he 
supports the advice which states that the local government and DOE should be working together 
on their land use planning activities. Pam Brown, City of Richland (Local Government), stated 
her opinion that there needs to be better coordination of both process and the integral 
components of land use planning, i.e., Geographic Information Systems (GIS) programs. The 
proposed draft advice could be modified to better portray her concerns. 

Norma Jean Germond stated that the Oregon Hanford Waste Board also discussed the HRA-EIS/ 
CLUP at its last meeting. One item that made the discussion frustrating for that group was that 
the maps appeared to portray all the land as restricted. Once it was clarified that there were three 
levels, including the upper surface, the middle ground, and groundwater, and that the 
groundwater was restricted, but not the upper surface, the group was able to hold a more 
informed discussion. Dick Belsey concurred with this request. Gordon Rogers later stated that 
documents distributed at the October 17 meeting addressed this issue. Charles Kilbury, Pasco 
City Council (Local Government), expressed his opinion that funher discussions by the Strategic 
Planning Committee would strengthen the advice. 

Paul Danielson, Nez Perce Tribe (Tribal Government), stated that the tribe did agree with most 
of the Future Site Users Working Group (FSUWG) recommendations, but it did not agree with 
agriculture use on the north slope or ALE. Mark Hermanson recommended holding advice until 
the December meeting as additional issues might arise which would need to be addressed. Betty 
Tabbutt, Washington League of Women Voters (Regional Citizens. Environmental, and Public 
Interest Organizations), expressed her opinion that a framework should be developed for the 
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advice so the Board \Yould have something to work from in the next month. She would also 
prefer that the advice be must stronger than it is currently written. 
There was some discussion concerning how the tribes have been involved in the HRA­
EIS/CLUP processes. Some local government representatives expressed a willingness to work 
directly with the tribes. Lloyd Piper clarified that DOE has been in full consultation with the 
tribes on these issues on a government to government basis. Greg deBruler, Columbia River 
United (Regional Citizens. Environmental, and Public Interest Organizations), expressed his 
concern that the HRA-EIS/CLUP does not include a Native American land use which is required 
under the government's trust responsibilities. Ben Floyd clarified that at the beginning of this 
process the four governments involved did begin to work together. however the process did not 
last. It is not sure whether the initial ideas expressed are reflected in the HRA-EIS/CLUP. 

Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest (Regional Citizens. Environmental. and Public Interest 
Organizations). expressed his concern that the letter dated November 4 from DOE responding to 
his comments on the HRA-EIS/CLUP was not transmitted directly to him, but was distributed to 
the Board and to members of the public. He also expressed concern that the letter sent to him 
contradicted the letter sent to EPA and Ecology as it states that the ROD for the HRA-EIS will 
adopt the CLL"P and preferred alternative for land uses to support future land use as DOE's 
general input to the CERCLA process. This disagrees with the statement in the letter to the 
regulating agencies '\'\"hich says that the HRA-EIS/CLUP will not be used to influence remedial 
actions and cleanup levels. In addition, the CLUP and preferred alternative have not been 
through the NEPA process and thus it cannot be used to develop budget guidance. 

Lloyd Piper apologized for the letter not being transmitted to Gerry and stated that it was 
intended to be distributed to him. However, DOE disagrees with his position. The CLUP can be 
considered in the CERCLA process, but it will not drive that process. DOE attempted to make 
the two letters consistent while still addressing all the issues and concerns raised. If there needs 
to be additional clarification, he would be happy to see that it is done. 

Merilyn asked if there was any objection to delaying action on HRA-EIS/CLUP advice until the 
December meeting. There was none. 

Action on Aeenda Item 3 - HRA-EIS/CLUP 

Louise Dressen summarized the issues and concerns previously expressed by the Board and 
asked for any additions or clarifications on the list she created. Gerry Pollet proposed the Board 
recommend that DOE stop all activities on the HRA-EIS/CLUP and that coordination occur 
regarding land use and the tribes. Betty Tabbutt concurred with his suggestion. Todd Martin 
cautioned that changing the recommendations of the FSUWG would be a precedent that the 
Board should avoid. Gerry Pollet raised a concern that an internal DOE memorandum which he 
received suggested that DOE had proposed to make a distinction between the letters written to 
himself and to EPA and Ecology in order to avoid an unsatisfactory rating by EPA of the HRA­
EIS/CLUP. 

Hanford Advisory Board. November 7-8. 1996 
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Alice Murphy restated DOE's commitment to any actions enforced by a ROD. Randy Smith 
clarified that EPA raised several issues and concerns so that it could understand the purpose and 
intent of the HRA-EIS/CLUP. He asked that EPA receive a copy of any memorandum that 
might suggest an intent other than that stated in the letter received by the agency and that a 30-
day comment period be held if such a document is found. Mike Wilson stated that same request. 
Alice agreed to try to find the memorandum and distribute it to the agencies and the Board. She 
reported later that the only document she has been able to find which might be the one referred to 
by Gerry Pollet was in DOE Headquarters· weekly highlight report at the end of October. It 
stated that an advisory board had raised concerns about the HRA-EIS/CLUP which could lead to 
an unsatisfactory rating from EPA. It also stated that EPA does not want to revisit any RODs. 

Gerry Pollet stated that any advice should state that any cleanup standards previously written and 
the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) should be complied with. Merilyn Reeves questioned 
whether the Board should submit advice on the subject. She asked that during the break, 
members discuss this issue and decide whether the draft advice should be edited to include the 
issues and concerns brought up by the Board and finalized in December or whether the Board 
should not submit any advice on the subject. 

Later in the day, Merilyn again raised this question. Pam Brown stated that the Board should not 
continue to spend time on the issue and should not provide advice to the agencies regarding this 
topic. Board members should voice their concerns on an individual basis. Gordon Rogers 
agreed with Pam· s suggestion. Merilyn asked Ben Floyd to write a statement which could be 
provided to the media which clearly states that the Board has decided not to provide advice. The 
following statement was written and accepted by the Board: 

The Hanford Advisory Board has had extensive discussions regarding the 
pre-decisional and draft HRA-EIS. During these discussions, the HAB has 
identified a number of unresolved concerns regarding the document 
purpose, scope, and development process. 

The Board, as a whole, will not be preparing consensus advice or taking 
official action on this document. Concerns identified during the Board' s 
discussions on this document will be conveyed to DOE by individual Board 
members. 

AGENDA ITEM 4: INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS 

Dick Belsey introduced institutional controls which was unfinished business from the Strategic 
Planning Workshop in May. There are numerous questions and issues on this topic, including 
what is the definition of institutional controls. The Health. Safety, and Waste Management 
Committee has been trying to gather information so that the Board can agree on a definition of 
institutional controls and then how they should be used in conjunction with cleanups and cleanup 
levels. He would like some discussion to take place by the HAB on the definition and use of 
institutional controls which could then be given back to the committee for development into 
advice for the December meeting. Dennis Faulk, EPA, agreed that there was no clear idea of 
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what the definition of institutional controls is and how they should be applied at Hanford, as \veil 
as how restricted and unrestricted uses were being defined. Dennis introduced Tanya Barnett 
from the Attorney General ' s Office and Patrick Willison, DOE. whom could answer questions on 
institutional controls. 

Dennis then reviewed the advice and information paper which was distributed to the Board. 
While it is apparent what purpose institutional controls serve, it is not clear what types of 
controls are most appropriate for Hanford. For example, the 100 Areas may require restrictions 
on use below 15 feet due to groundwater contamination. The 200 Areas may require both 
administrative and physical institutional controls as there will be ongoing waste management 
occurring there. Cleanup is occurring to industrial standards in the 300 Area and will most likely 
require administrative institutional controls. 

Tanya Barnett briefly explained the requirements of the MTCA which clearly states that 
institutional controls are not meant to be used as a substitute for cleanup. Patrick Willison 
reminded the Board that regulators decide what is the appropriate cleanup level and whether 
institutional controls are an appropriate part of a cleanup. DOE has begun discussions with local 
governments on how to ensure their records are up to date. Tanya Barnett explained the two 
different types of institutional controls: 1) physical, i.e., fences and signs; and 2) administrative, 
i.e., deed restrictions. The most commonly used institutional control is a deed restriction, which 
is used on any site where contaminants are left above the cleanup standard or where actions on 
the land could harm the remedy. 

Board Discussion 

Ben Floyd stated a major concern that institutional controls are not being properly applied over 
time as ownership and use changes. He also felt that the advice should emphasize the fact that 
institutional controls are not to be a replacement for cleanup, that a GIS system should be 
developed that is usable by both local government and DOE, and there should be a clear process 
for transferring information to the local governments. Gerry Pollet stated that Ecology has 
recognized that deed restrictions are not effective institutional controls as they are only 
enforceable by the agency or a party interested in the property. In addition, most land uses 
change by lease, not by ownership so that the property records are not examined. Ecology has 
also recognized that fences and signs are also not sufficient controls. 

Betty Tabbutt expressed her opinion that any advice on institutional controls should not be 
limited to the HRA-EIS/CLUP, but include when responsibility for enforcement of institutional 
controls falls to the local government and how can it be assured that enough funding for 
enforcement will be available. Todd Martin suggested the advice also include a directive to DOE 
which states that whenever the term "institutional controls" is used, a clear and specific 
definition be included in addition to an outline of the timeframe for which the agency is talking 
about. 

Bob Larson, Benton Franklin Regional Council (Local Government), suggested adding the Ports 
as an organization to which land could be transferred. Gordon Rogers asked how economic 
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concerns would be judged against an complete cleanup when deciding whether institutional 
controls should be used. Tanya Barnett responded by saying that MTCA has set up a hierarchy 
of levels in which remedy is selected. It does say that if the cost of a remedy is substantial and 
disproponionate. then the remedy can move down the hierarchy. Gordon Rogers suggested that 
any advice given by the Board should include the same rules which are applied to other 
hazardous waste sites and that no special rules should be placed on Hanford because of the 
presence of radiological materials. 

Mark Hermanson questioned whether the Hanford Site was currently deeded to DOE. Patrick 
Willison responded that there are records of acquisition for each parcel. Mark Hermanson 
questioned whether the county recognizes those deeds and what were the chances that 
information on contamination would be transferred to the county. Advice should include a 
stronger statement for integrating the local government and DOE systems for maintaining 
records of institutional controls so that as land becomes available to the public, the deed will be 
complete. Dick Belsey asked what would occur on land which was transferred to another federal 
agency. Patrick Willison responded that if it were to be transferred to another agency, that 
agency would review the documents and determine whether it could be used for public use. The 
agency would have the same responsibility as DOE to ensure that the public is protected. 

Pam Brown stated that the city is not obligated to consider deed restrictions when approving land 
use actions and questioned how the Attorney General ' s Office viewed the local governments ' 
role in enforcing deed restrictions. Tanya Barnett responded that the major concern for Ecology 
is protecting the occupants of the property and whether the agency can enforce the institutional 
controls in place. 

Action on A2:enda Item 4 - Institutional Controls 

On Friday, Louise Dressen summarized the issues and concerns previously expressed by the 
Board and asked for any additions or clarifications on the list she created. Merilyn clarified that 
this advice will be sent back to the Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committee for further 
discussion before the Board writes final advice. After several changes and additions, the list was 
finalized and provided to Dick Belsey for discussion in the committee (Attachment 6). Gordon 
Rogers suggested that the advice should be addressed to the regulating agencies, not DOE. Dick 
Belsey added that the advice will be guiding principles, which are ranked, for the agencies to use 
when including institutional controls in selecting a remedial action. 

AGENDA ITEM 5: CHARTER AMENDMENT PROPOSAL REGARDING HAB 
MEMBERSHIP 

Dennis Faulk announced that the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) agencies are distributing to Board 
members protocols for resigning or replacing alternates. Max Power described the discussion 
that had taken place at the Executive Committee meeting on October 3 regarding Board 
membership. The committee agreed to the following amendments to the charter: 1) transfer two 
of the Public-At-Large seats which have traditionally been filled by university representatives to 
two seats entitled University; 2) transfer the seat identified as Local Business-Agriculture to a 
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Public-At-Large seat (there has been no success in filling the agriculture seat); and 3) recognize 
geographic diversity as an important component of the new Public-At-Large seat. 

Board Discussion 

Gordon Rogers asked that the contribution of the Public-At-Large seats be expanded to include 
other qualities than just ethnic. geographic. racial, or gender diversity. Max agreed and stated 
that the Board' s convening report stated that the purpose of those seats was to include 
contributing technical expertise. Merilyn Reeves noted that an additional change will be made to 
include agriculture interests as something that Public-At-Large seats can bring to the Board. 

Merilyn Reeves reported that the Executive Committee had extensive discussions regarding the 
place of non-union/non-management positions on the Board. A memorandum was distributed 
(Attachment 7) to explain the discussion which took place. Gordon Rogers expressed his support 
for the value added to the Board by non-union employees. Additional comments on this issue 
should be given to the TP A agencies· representatives. 

After several questions were raised about the Board's protocol and practices in selecting 
members and appointing committee chairs. Merilyn appointed an ad hoc group to study the issue 
and provide recommendations. This group is comprised of Bob Larson, Dick Belsey, and 
Margery Swint. 

Action on Agenda I tern 5 - Membership Charter Amendments 

On Friday, Merilyn Reeves and Jon Yerxa, DOE, emphasized the need for the charter 
amendment as the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) does not recognize alternates. The 
Board has the largest committee membership of any site-specific advisory board across the 
complex. While recognizing the value added by many of the alternates, it is necessary to only 
have one appointed alternate per primary member. In response to Gordon Roger·s concern 
regarding the definition of the benefits provided by the Public-At-Large seats, Max Power 
presented an expanded definition. It was clarified that no one Public-At-Large representative 
could represent all of the characteristics. but that the characteristics would be provided by several 
members. After some discussion regarding wording, the charter amendment was adopted by the 
Board (Attachment 8) . 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Merilyn Reeves asked if there was any public comment. Walt Grisham spoke on behalf of the 
White Bluff Heritage Group. This organization would like the Board to be aware of its existence 
and its objectives. The way in which the towns were evacuated, while it was necessary, was 
done very unfairly . Many of the residents had to move within two to thirty days and there was 
not enough time to find new homes or move livestock and equipment. The Heritage Group 
would like a voice in what is presently being planned for the site. For instance, the group would 
like a visitor center in the White Bluff area, preferably at the ferry landing, which would provide 
an exhibit of the town and people that were there. This could be developed as a tourist attraction, 
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using a steam wheeler to reach the fe rry landing. The Heritage Group would like funding in 
order to make this happen. 

AGENDA ITEM 6: PROJECT HANFORD MANAGEMENT CONTRACT 

Merilyn Reeves introduced Hank Hatch. president of Fluor Daniel Hanford. to discuss how the 
transition is going and any other issues he feels the Board should know about. While there were 
many goals of the transition, previously presented to the Board in May, the fifty-five day 
transition period forced the new contractor to closely examine what issues were the most 
important. These included: 1) safety; 2) maintaining smooth continuity of operations: and 3) 
insuring that near-term milestones are achieved. He thanked Westinghouse Hanford Company, 
ICF Kaiser. and Boeing for the amazing job they did preparing for the transition. 

Hank Hatch presented the transition costs for 1996 and 1997 (A ttachment 9). The amount for 
management and operations managers termination ($2.6 million) and the amount for 
Westinghouse Hanford Company' s contract termination ($7.7 million) was not included in the 
original estimates. Alice Murphy clarified that the contract termination costs includes litigation 
costs and other items not included in Fluor Daniel Hanford' s transition scope. Five thousand 
seven hundred and seventy offers were made to both general employees and managers and five 
thousand three hundred and fifty eight were accepted. As of November 1, one hundred and fifty 
nine new employees had been brought to the site. 

Subcontractors will be evaluated by looking at both their performance and cost vouchers. Fluor 
Daniel Hanford picked world-class subcontractors whose contract term is two years. After the 
two year period, they will be reviewed and their contract extended if appropriate. The advantage 
to having subcontractors versus one large company is that it provides an opportunity to review 
their performance and make a change if necessary. In August. John Wagoner and his managers 
and Hank and his managers held a partnering workshop so that all goals and objectives were 
clearly stated and understood by all the parties. 

In Fluor Daniel Hanford's contract with DOE, the company is required to do a staff analysis and 
provide a draft report to DOE in December. Based on that analysis, a staff readjustment is 
planned for the beginning of January. In order to provide adequate notice to those who will be 
adversely impacted, letters will be begun to be mailed at the end of November. As soon as there 
is a number as to how many employees will be impacted, it will be reported to the Board. Hank 
Hatch emphasized Fluor Daniel Hanford' s commitment to accomplishing the goals set out by 
DOE. It will be his job to balance the labor and non-labor costs and do the job cost-effectively. 
The management and integration plan will be the executive summary of the total management 
process Fluor Daniel Hanford will use at the site and should be provided in draft to DOE in 
December. It will include eleven other plans, such as safety and health plan, risk management 
plan. etc. 
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Board Discussion 

George Kyriazis thanked Hank Hatch for making a presentation to the Board and asked if all the 
subcontractors are presently under contract. Hank Hatch responded that long-term contracts will 
begin to be signed tomorrow, but they do all have letter contracts at this time. The 
subcontractors · statements of work were established last October so recent discussions have 
focused on liability, insurance. etc. George Kyriazis questioned whether this would result in 
being a month behind the milestone. Hank Hatch clarified that Fluor Daniel Hanford would like 
to be event driven. not time driven. so that the transition is completed properly. George Kyriazis 
asked how much the Westinghouse Hanford Company's transition activities will be costing and 
whether it is a transition cost or will come out of the Hanford budget. Alice Murphy will report 
back to George on those answers. 

Maureen McCarthy, Washington League of Women Voters (Regional Citizens, Environmental, 
and Public Interest Organizations), expressed her opinion that the non-management, non-union 
workers on the Board have been exceedingly valuable to both the Board and the Hanford 
community. She asked Hank Hatch for a commitment to continue to support these persons ' time 
and efforts on the Board and recognition of their contribution both to the Board and to Fluor 
Daniel Hanford. Hank Hatch responded that as long as DOE would like that representation to 
occur on the Board, Fluor Daniel Hanford \vill support it. Maureen McCarthy asked whether 
there will be a responsibility within Fluor Daniel Hanford to open lines of communication 
between the contractors so that the representatives on the Board will truly speak for their 
constituents. Hank Hatch responded that Fluor Daniel Hanford will do as much as possible to 
promote communication within the contractor companies. 

Tim Takara, University of Washington (Public-At-Large), thanked Fluor Daniel Hanford for the 
opportunity to comment on the health, safety, and management plan. He expressed concern 
about the sub-subcontractors and how safety standards will be enforced for the third tier of 
companies, many of whom have not yet been selected. Hank Hatch responded that everyone 
working on the site, no matter what company they are employed by, will be responsible, by 
contract, for maintaining health and safety on the site. Fluor Daniel Hanford is very comfortable 
working with many levels of subcontractors and is capable of ensuring that compliance is 
occurring. He does appreciate the oversight of the process that the Board has provided. Tim also 
questioned how public health services (i.e., medical surveillance) would be paid for as it is often 
not in budgets. Hank Hatch responded that Fluor Daniel Hanford has done its best to put such 
items in the budget and also asks DOE to recognize that such things are a needed activity. 

Bob Larson asked how the billion dollars in savings in the next five years will be achieved, while 
still creating economic development will work together. Hank Hatch responded that the proposal 
submitted by Fluor Daniel Hanford stated that in the long-term. approximately $2.5 billion could 
be saved as compared against the January 1996 baseline which was cut later. Cost savings are 
not in the current contracts or objectives and will not be until next summer and was not a factor 
in the request for proposals. The ultimate size of the work force will be determined by what 
work needs to be completed. Activities which will promote the creation of 3000 non-Hanford 
dependent jobs include enterprise companies and twelve percent fee to mechanisms which 
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promote economic growth. Mark Hermanson stated that one of the ten principles defined by the 
HAB for moving forward at the site was the stabilization of the work force. Currentlv there is . ' 
much anxiety in the work force due to instability which is important to safety. He asked if Fluor 
Daniel Hanford is planning to train employees into the new skill areas which will be needed at 
the site and if the HAB will be able to have a say in the decisions which affect the work force? 

Hank responded that he did not know what the term "stability"· meant in that principle: however. 
if it means the same workers in the same jobs, that will not be possible at Hanford. If it means 
maintaining an appropriate level of meaningful work, recognizing the dynamic mission, then that 
is something Fluor Daniel Hanford is ready to support. Fluor Daniel Hanford has no direct 
relationship with the Board. However. the company intends to support DOE with responses to 
any questions that the Board will have. Alice Murphy agreed \Vith Hank' s response regarding 
Fluor Daniel Hanford ' s relationship to the Board. DOE is hoping to have budget information 
next week. Hank Hatch added that while there are many baselines in place at Hanford, Fluor 
Daniel Hanford is still examining those baselines to determine if they are acceptable. Mark 
Hermanson finished his comments by saying that the workforce has been through many 
transitions and has continually been told to stay focused. However, there is a need to stabilize 
the job situation some time. 

George Kyriazis asked when the FY'97 budget will be out. .-\lice Murphy responded that it 
should be issued in two weeks. George Kyriazis then asked how the final Ten Year Plan will 
affect the Project Hanford Management Contract. Alice Murphy responded that Hanford has not 
seen any changes, although some projects may need to be broken into smaller projects. George 
Kyriazis asked whether there is already a shortfall in the FY' 97 budget in the first month of the 
fiscal year. Alice Murphy clarified that the Office of Financial Management did not make 
appropriations for the full year funding, but did provide enough for October. Headquarters is 
still trying to determine how the rest of the Department 's money will be appropriated for the 
remainder of the fiscal year. Gaps which have been identified in recent newspaper articles are 
the differences between what had to be done and what was requested. 

Jerry Peltier, Benton-Franklin Regional Government Council (Local Government), asked 
whether staff reductions will occur within DOE as a result of budget reductions and having a 
super-management contract. He had been told that the DOE staff would be increasing by one 
thousand people. Lloyd Piper stated that the employees are not going to increase by one 
thousand and that the total DOE staff needs to be looked at in terms of the general support 
contract. He said DOE has committed to substantial reduction and there will be more. 

AGENDA ITEM 7: PROJECT HANFORD MANAGEME~T CONTRACT PROPOSED 
ADVICE 

Gerry Pollet reviewed the document entitled "Hanford Advisory Board Concerns About The 
Project Hanford Management Contract" prepared by the Dollars and Sense Committee at its last 
meeting. The Fluor Daniel Hanford's management plan will be due soon and this provides the 
Board an opportunity to provide advice on the implementation of the contract. Currently, there is 
not a commitment to save $1 billion in cost and there is not a S200 million savings in the first 
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year of the contract. The Dollars and Sense Committee has requested that the contract and 
related plans be distributed to the Board' s committees. It has also asked for specific detail on the 
transition costs. Also of concern is the lock on any contracts that are issued by DOE or Fluor 
Daniel Hanford that is held by the enterprise companies. 

Board Discussion 

Merilyn Reeves asked whether there was consensus in the committee on the seven items 
presented in the Committee ' s concerns. Gerry stated that the committee had reached consensus 
on these concerns and issues at its September meeting and they would now like them to be 
written as formal advice. while more detailed advice is being prepared. Gordon Rogers clarified 
that the issues and concerns are not consensus on what should be done, they are just issues and 
concerns which should be highlighted at this time. Mark Hermanson added that the committee is 
looking for direction from the Board on where it should head in regards to the Project Hanford 
Management Contract. In addition to the concerns and issues points reviewed by Gerry, Mark 
Hermanson also offered a piece of draft advice regarding the creation of 3000 non-Hanford 
related jobs. One of the concerns expressed is that unless factories. and other business entities 
which are resilient. no matter if DOE is present in the Tri-Cities. are created, then there is no 
economic diversity . In addition. there needs to be clearer definition of what regional companies 
will be looked at for award of contracts and assurances that the enterprise companies will be not 
be relying on pre-established relationships. 

Bob Larson questioned whether the Board has the Fluor Daniel Hanford proposal for economic 
transition. Pam Brown stated that the City of Richland has not yet reviewed these pieces of 
proposed advice, however, her opinion as an individual is that the City and the Board should not 
be dictating what types of jobs should be created. In addition, individuals who have been moved 
into the enterprise companies from Hanford should not be counted as part of the 3000 non­
Hanford related jobs. Pam also feels that the majority of the contracts issued from the Project 
Hanford Management Contract should not be given to companies outside the Tri-Cities and 
neighboring counties, because the impacts of Hanford layoffs are local. Ben Floyd agreed with 
Pam' s statements. Alice Murphy commented that DOE has committed to giving the Dollars and 
Sense Committee information on outsourcing for both the old and new contract. John Erickson, 
Washington Department of Health (Ex-Officio), expressed concern that while DOE and prime 
contractors are exempt for state radiation regulation, it is less clear if subcontractors are exempt 
even less so for enterprise companies as they are not working on Hanford-related jobs full-time. 
There needs to be careful attention paid to not creating a gap between Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and Washington Department of Health oversight. 

Dick Belsey suggested that the issues and concerns presented by the Dollars and Sense 
Committee be used as a way to focus both DOE' s and the Board's discussions of the Project 
Hanford Management Contract. Gerry Pollet agreed with Dick's suggestion. Betty Tabbutt also 
agreed and stated that this advice is similar to advice given by the Board on the Management and 
Integration Contract. She is particularly concerned with how baselines are being established. 
Dick Belsey suggested that economic transition issues should be dealt with separately from the 
contract issues and Ben Floyd agreed with this. Jim Cochran, Washington State University 

Hanford Advisory Board. November 7-8. 1996 
Draft Meeting Summary Page 13 



(Public-At-Large), stated that if these issues and concerns are given to DOE, then the statements 
needs to be accurately stated. 

It was agreed that this will be written as advice listing the issues and concerns which should be 
looked at by both DOE and the Board. Mark Hermanson suggested adding an additional item 
which stated the Board· s concerns regarding economic transition goals . 

Action on Agenda Item 7 - Project Hanford Management Contract Proposed Advice 

On Friday, Pat Serie reviewed the changes made to the advice based on the previous day 's 
discussions. After further discussion on specific wording, the advice, as revised, was adopted. It 
is Consensus Advice #5 5. 

AGENDA ITEM 8: BRIEFING ON COLUMBIA RIVER COMPREHENSIVE IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT 

Greg deBruler provided a brief statement on the purpose of the Columbia River Comprehensive 
Impact Assessment. In the TP A there was a requirement to complete an impact assessment on 
the Columbia River. In the past, there has been no compilation and comparison of the data 
regarding the River so DOE created an advisory group to answer the question of how the data 
should be used. In the next few months, the advisory group will publish a document which 
describes how an impact assessment should be completed and responds to a majority of 
stakeholder concerns. 

Larry Gadbois, EPA. provided a project overview to the Board (Attachment 10). The purpose of 
the project is to assess the effects of Hanford-derived materials and contaminants on the 
Columbia River environment, including river-dependent life and users of river resources. There 
are two parts to the screening assessment. First, the screening level will look at current 
conditions. Then past. present, and future contaminant loadings, land use, climate, river flow, 
etc. will be examined. The full comprehensive impact examination will include cultural 
resources. The advisory group includes tribes, state representatives, federal agencies, 
contractors, the Board, and other stakeholders. 

Roger Dirkas, Battelle Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, provided an update on the 
screening assessment (Attachment 11). He stated that the screening assessment has had to be 
reduced in scope due to time and cost constraints. The results are very preliminary and some 
segments of the results do not have enough data to support the conclusions. The following 
scenarios are being used in the risk assessment: 
• Industrial Worker 
• Fish Hatchery Worker 
• Park Ranger 
• Avid Visitor 
• Casual Visitor 
• Resident 
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The issues that are currently being discussed include decision rules. anomalous data. background 
considerations, quality assurance. micronutrients. and presentation of · results. The initial 
conclusions are that environmental data are limited, data were generated with different objectives 
in mind and are difficult to assimilate, and scenarios span a large range of lifestyles and therefore 
result in a large range of risks. 

Tom Wood, representative of the Yakama Indian Nation. stated that determining what a 
comprehensive assessment should examine was difficult and delayed the process. The concerns 
and issues of the representatives on the advisory group were rephrased as objectives that an 
assessment must meet before it is accepted by stakeholders. The objectives were organized into 
a structure which follows the task areas of an assessment. One example of what the advisory 
group decided was the expansion of receptors to include site-specific possibilities and lifestyles 
(i.e., Hispanic migrant farm workers, cultures). Economic impacts are also a consideration. The 
advisory group believes that an assessment should be completed every time DOE plans an 
activity in regards to cleanup. The advisory group would like the Board to provide advice 
suggesting that this project continue to receive funding. 

Gail McClure. DOE. provided a brief update on public outreach activities. An outreach team 
was established and which determined that meetings will be held in Seattle, Portland. Richland, 
and Hood River to discuss the project. They will be working with interest groups in those areas 
to plan the meetings. 

Bob Stewart, DOE Manager, stated that DOE has a commitment to respond and take a position 
on the comprehensive assessment's requirements. Battelle is the contractor supporting DOE on 
this effort. He has made sure that the management at DOE has been kept up-to-date on this 
project and understands the results. 

Board Discussion 

Betty Tabbutt stated that the Board has never provided advice on priorities for the funding of 
various studies at the site. She suggested that because the HRA-EIS has received so much 
funding for which the Board feels it has seen little results and an activity like this comprehensive 
assessment deserves funding, perhaps the Board should reexamine its position on providing 
advice on prioritizing funding. Pam Brown expressed support for the collaborative approach 
being undertaken. Gerry Pollet noted that the unrestricted land use assumptions in the HRA-EIS 
are different from those used in the comprehensive impact assessment. He said that the exposure 
assumptions should be those specified in MTCA. Paul Danielson stated the Nez Perce Tribe 
backs the advisory group's recommendations for the comprehensive assessment. Rick 
Leaumont, Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society (Local Environmental), asked whether there 
was an attempt to measure the contaminants in relation to the different flow levels in the river 
and if there was a measurement of impacts on salmon spawning. Bob Stewart responded that 
they used existing data. so if those items were included in that data. they were included in the 
assessment. Paige Knight expressed her support for this project and stated that the Oregon Waste 
Board will be writing a letter to DOE expressing their support. 

Hanford Advisory Board. November 7-8. 1996 
Draft Meeting Summary Page 15 



Ralph Patt stated that the Environmental Restoration Comminee will continue to discuss this 
issue and bring draft advice to the Board at the December meeting. The minimum 
recommendation he expects to see is support for the continuation of funding for the project. The 
importance of this work is the coordination of projects which will impact the river. e.g., vadose 
zone characterization. Pam Brown questioned how the impact assessment will be used by DOE 
once it is completed. Greg deBruler responded that the screening assessment will be used for 
initial cleanup decisions. The comprehensive section will be used by DOE as requirements for 
doing a comprehensive assessment, i.e. , examining the source terms as a whole. Gordon Rogers 
expressed support for the systems engineering approach being used by the project as he feels it 
adequately addresses some of the gaps and unreliability inherent in the data. 

Dennis Faulk expressed encouragement for the project. Ultimately, a baseline risk assessment 
will be done to assess risk of cleanups and residual risks. This results of this project will be 
usable for the long-term. Mike Wilson also expressed support for the project and stated that 
Ecology will be able to use the results because of the broad stakeholder support. 

Merilyn Reeves requested that any advice which asks for a continuation of funding for this 
project clearly states the project's objective and purpose. 

AGENDA ITEM 9: FY'97 BUDGET ALLOCATIONS 

Bob Tibbatts, Director of DOE-RL's Budget Division, gave an abbreviated version of his 
presentation to the Dollars and Sense Committee on FY'97 budget allocations. This is a work in 
progress, however, because DOE had to allow Fluor Daniel Hanford to begin work based on 
information developed by Westinghouse Hanford Company. Congress has added $50 million in 
defense spending which was given to environmental restoration programs; however there are still 
outstanding decisions which need to be made on the budget and are expected next week. There 
has been a $15 million reduction in waste management budget, including work by Battelle. 
There is a reduction in the stabilization account which will affect the Fast Flux Test Facility. 
The outstanding issues at Hanford include transition costs, rate impacts, evolving site-wide 
unfunded requirements. and extent and timing of workforce restructuring. 

Board Discussion 

Gerry Pollet introduced the draft advice which was discussed by the Dollars and Sense 
Committee at its last meeting. It appears that the cause for the shortfall and uncertainty 
regarding the budget is the failure to request and project adequate funds and needs. In addition, 
there has been a delay in allocation of the funding by Headquarters. The Committee would like 
to write advice which says that these issues must be addressed as they can potentially affect legal 
DOE requirements . 

Ralph Patt, Oregon Department of Energy (State of Oregon). discussed the advice distributed 
regarding vadose zone characterization which is to be included in the FY' 97 Budget Allocation 
advice. There is no baseline understanding of what is under the tanks, creating a need for vadose 
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zone characterization. There is also concern that the available technologies will not be usable at 
Hanford. The current budget for this item is $4 million, which means that no new work can be 
done this year in regards to drilling which is vital to the characterization process. 

Maureen McCarthy stressed that the item emphasizing the need to clarify which contractor is 
responsible for the vadose zone under the tanks is the most \'ital link for this project. It is 
currently not in the Fluor Daniel Hanford contract as a responsibility. Lloyd Piper responded 
that Bechtel has the overall responsibility for integrating the site-wide groundwater program. 
while Fluor Daniel Hanford is responsible for the tank farms. including the vadose zone. 
Maureen McCarthy asked for clarification as to which subcontractor will be responsible for the 
vadose zone characterization work. Lloyd Piper said he would get that information to her. Tom 
Carpenter. Government Accountability Project (Hanford Work Force), stated that responsibility 
for the vadose zone was with Westinghouse but was shifted to Rust Geotech and then to 
MACTEC. Casey Ruud, DOE, said that gamma spectroscopy is being performed by MACTEC 
and all the rest of the work is being done by Numatec. 

Action on Agenda Item 9 - FY'97 Bud2:et Allocations 

On Friday, Pat Serie reviewed the major changes that had been made on the advice, which added 
a process for how DOE should request funds and how the Board and the regulating agencies 
should be kept informed of budget activities. Gordon Rogers expressed concern that DOE's 
request for funding had been consistent with the estimates of required work at that time. Thus, 
DOE-RL was not at fault for the shortfall. Merilyn Reeves questioned whether replacing the 
word "request" in the second sentence with the word "estimate" would be more appropriate. 
Alice Murphy concurred this would better address the Board's concerns with DOE's actions. 
Gerry Pollet expressed concern that funding for specific required work items had not been 
requested. Other concerns regarding specific wording were shared. The proposed advice was 
adopted as revised. It is Consensus Advice #54. 

Also on Friday, the revised advice on vadose zone characterization was distributed for Board 
review. Ralph Patt commented that the major changes were in response to the delivery of the 
TWRS Characterization Project Baseline Costs report to him the previous evening . Although 
there is a $4 million budget for this project, he feels full funding is not assured. Maureen 
McCarthy added that only $600,000 of the budget is for drilling, the remainder being spent on 
project management. In addition, the budget does not include funding for the expert panel. A 
suggestion was made to use the Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment advisory 
committee for the vadose zone characterization project in order to save funds and achieve broad 
stakeholder acceptance. After a brief discussion regarding wording, the proposed advice was 
adopted as revised and incorporated as an attachment to Consensus Advice# 54. 
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REVISED AGENDA ITEM 10 TO INSERT IN THE NOVEMBER 7-8, 1996 MEETING 
SUMMARY 

CORRECTED VERSION 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Dr. Robert Caretta, a nuclear medicine physician from Sacramento, California spoke regarding the 
benefits of restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford for the production of plutonium and 
tritium. Plutonium and tritium can be used for medical isotopes which are beneficial to the 
treatment of lung, breast, and prostate cancers. They can be used to avoid unnecessary surgery or 
therapeutic medicine. 

NON-PROLIFERATION ASSESSMENT OF FISSILE MATERIALS 

Tim Takaro introduced draft advice which addresses the concerns that the Plutonium Roundtable 
has had regarding the short public comment period (three weeks) regarding the Assessment on Arms 
Control and Non-Proliferation for the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on 
Disposition of Fissile Materials. The draft advice asked DOE to expand the public comment period 
to the NEPA required 60 day review period. Dick Belsey added that Oregon has had this same 
concern and sent a letter to DOE regarding this. Mary Lou Blazek, Oregon Department of Energy 
(State of Oregon), commented that the public meeting held in Portland regarding this topic was 
poorly planned and advertised. Tim Takaro added that this effort is not being coordinated with the 
National Equity Dialogue. 

Pam Brown raised her concern that testimony from the Plutonium Roundtable provided by a Board 
member at the public meeting left the impression that the Roundtable was speaking for the Board. 
She said this is not the case and should not happen again. 

Action on Non-Proliferation Assessment of Fissile Material s 

Tim Takaro reviewed the changes which had been made to the advice to address Pam Brown ' s 
concerns. Pam Brown thanked Tim for the changes and stated that the City of Richland does agree 
that more information needs to be made available to the project. There was a brief discussion on 
specific wording changes. As revised, the advice was adopted. It was Consensus Advice #56. 

AGENDA ITEM 10: BRIEFING ON TPA NEGOTIATIONS ON REACTORS ON THE 
RIVER 

Roger Stanley, Ecology, briefed the Board on the Tri -Party Agreement (TP A) negotiations 
regarding the reactors on the Columbia River, which are beginning the form al process (Allachment 
I 2) . The negotiations will be focusing on schedules fo r interim safe storage and final disposition of 
the 105 reactor buildings. Key to thi s is the defin ition of what constitutes interim safe storage. 
Remedial actions will be consistent with ongoing operable unit activities. The current cost 
estimates arc preliminary and include $128.1 million for interim safe storage of eight reactors and 
$455 .2 million for the final disposition of nine reactors. The Record of Decision to disposition the 
reactors along the Columbia River did not address the N Reactor. but the parties have been chosen 
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to include its disposition in these negotiations. The Agreement-in-Principle will be finalized in two 
to three weeks. Roger Stanley will be working closely with both the Environmental Restoration and 
Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committees over the next few weeks to get their input on 
the negotiations. In addition, HAS will also be consultep as the process continues. 

Board Discussion 

Ralph Patt asked whether the remedial action chosen could change based on the availability of 
innovative technologies. Roger Stanley clarified that as decisions have been or are expected to be 
made under RCRA and CERCLA, those decisions must fit with the ROD concerning the reactors on 
the river. Paige Knight, Hanford Watch (Regional Citizens, Environmental, and Public Interest 
Organizations), asked whether costs for placing the B Reactor on the National Register will take 
funds away from the cleanup budget and delay cleanup; Roger Stanley responded that he did not 
expect those funds to come from the cleanup budget and that the process was not expensive. 
Gordon Rogers stated that the negotiations should focus on the cost feasibility of the remedial 
action chosen and not just focus on total disposal without regard to costs. He expressed opposition 
to one-piece removal of the reactor blocks because of the high cost for little risk reduction and the 
loss of a great deal of habitat. 

Roger Stanley added that DOE is spending $40 million on cleanup and physical work at the B 
Reactor which will become a historic site. Norma Jean Germond asked whether that cost will be 
appropriated from cleanup funds. Jim Goodenough, DOE, responded that he believed they would. 
Merilyn Reeves questioned why the N Reactor seemed to be last as a cleanup priority when there 
was a high risk due to the amount of contaminants in the area. It was clarified that actual cleanup of 
the N Reactor cannot begin until other work has been completed at the facilities surrounding it. 
Gerry Pollet added that the Dollars and Sense Committee is also interested in being kept up-to-date 
on this issue in regards to the money being spent on the project. Dick Belsey suggested sending a 
one page update from the Committees to the Board in January, when it is not meeting, so it is kept 
up-to-date on the negotiations, and then work to prepare proposed advice for the February Board 
meeting. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Laurie Pebole read a letter to the Board she had sent to and had published in the Seattle Post­
Intelligencer (Attachment I 3). It spoke of her battle with four types of cancer and her support of 
using the Fast Flux Test Facility for the production of medical isotopes. 

Bernice Mitchell spoke in support of the establishment of a trust fund for the local community to 
continue required remediation after DOE no longer is present at the site. She also spoke in favor of 
a regional emergency expert being placed on the Board to ensure that results of a natural or man­
made disaster are taken into consideration during decision-making. Ms. Mitchell asked to speak 
with the Board members who represented the general public. She also requested a list of the 
Board's advice and responses to the advice, which she was provided. 

Cathy Leonard spoke in support of the use of the Fast Flux Test Facility to produce medical 
isotopes. It would serve a great benefit to cancer patients. In addition, it will provide economic 
benefits to the local community. 
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AGENDA ITEM 12: FAST FLUX TEST FACILITY UPDATE 

Lloyd Piper provided a brief statement of why the Board is no\v receiving an update on the Fast 
Flux Test Facility (FFTF). The United States has not been producing tritium and due to its short 
half-life, the nation· s stockpile is diminishing. In December. Secretary O' Leary will determine 
whether the FFTF should be included as an option for restocking the tritium supply. Lloyd Piper 
then introduced Jim Mecca, Division Director for facilities transition, to discuss the issues facing 
the potential production of tritium at the FFTF. 

Jim Mecca provided a presentation on the status of FFTF, costs associated with production. and 
the decision-making process (Attachment I -I). Previous studies had concluded that the FFTF 
could not cost-effectively produce tritium. However, a panel of experts has determined that 
those studies were based on erroneous information and that it could be an option for tritium 
production. Costs still need to be established. however, there has been no feedback saying the 
facility could not be used on a technical basis. If the Secretary determines it can be used as an 
option. the following methods of production will be studied: FFTF alone, commercial light 
water reactor, and accelerator production of tritium. 

There is also a question of funding. One option is to give the facility to a commercial user, 
which would require Nuclear Regulatory Commission oversight. Jim Mecca clarified that there 
would be no tritium processing at Hanford. The spent fuel would be removed, cleaned, put in 
casks and sent to Idaho or Savannah River for processing to extract tritium and then on to Yucca 
Mountain. It is predicted that the tritium supply would be replenished by the year 2012 and the 
reactor could then be used for the production of medical isotopes. Jim committed to a continuing 
dialogue with the Board if the FFTF is selected as an option in December. 

Board Discussion 

Bob Larson questioned whether Secretary O'Leary will make a decision before she resigns or her 
successor will make the decision. Lloyd Piper responded that Secretary O'Leary will retain her 
position until a successor replaces her and will continue to be making decisions. Bob Larson 
also asked whether the privatization process had been looked at by Hanford. It was clarified that 
a privatization proposal had been submitted to Headquarters, however, DOE-RL has not been 
asked to consider it yet. Norma Jean Germond questioned how much the production of medical 
isotopes would cost per year and whether funding for the facility would come from the overall 
DOE budget or from Hanford's budget. Lloyd Piper stated that the current estimates are 
approximately $90 million per year. Jim Mecca added that the costs would not vary 
tremendously if the facility had different missions for production. He also stated that in the near­
term, approximately $12-15 million will be needed to prepare the paperwork, begin design work, 
write an environmental impact statement, and other necessary process items if FFTF is chosen as 
an option. After 1998, funds for the project will not come from Hanford's budget. 

Tim Takaro questioned how long high-level waste streams will be coming from the facility and 
how long they would remain at Hanford. Jim Mecca responded that assembly items would be 
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removed and left for cooling, usually done in the reactor in a sodium pool. and shipped as soon 
as they were washed. It is estimated that approximately two and one half tons of material would 
be shipped for cleaning and storage each year. Ralph Patt expressed appreciation for the 
presentation given to the Environmental Restoration Committee and asked Jim to touch on 
several additional issues raised at the meeting. 

Jim stated that there is still a lack of clarity on how the fissile materials EIS will interplay with 
the Tritium EIS. Another dilemma that remains is the ethical questions surround using 
plutonium from weapons. discarded due to non-proliferation treaties. to create tritium for new 
weapons. There are still remaining technical questions about what type of production facility 
will be built. 

Ben Floyd encouraged Board members to take a tour of the facility and Jim Mecca added that 
DOE is ready to take people on tours at any time. Paige Knight stated that she understood that 
the FFTF would have to produce tritium for thirty years before it could produce medical 
isotopes. Jim Mecca stated that the amount of tritium produced depends on how much the 
weapons stockpile needs to be increased. Paige Knight also questioned whether TP A milestones 
for FFTF cleanup can be met with these new activities associated with the FFTF decision. Jim 
Mecca clarified that if the decision is made to include FFTF as an option, some of the negotiated 
milestones will not be able to be met. At that point, DOE will go to the other TP A agencies and 
request a two year relief on the milestones. Mike Wilson stated that Ecology has been assured 
that no milestones will be missed at this time. Jim Mecca added that the cleanup mission would 
continue at Hanford and production would be limited to a small section of the site. 

Gerry Pollet asked whether DOE will be asking DOD to assist in paying for facility maintenance 
and stabilization costs. Jim Mecca stated that DOE might not be able to request funds from 
DOD, but that it would require congressional action. Gerry Pollet also asked whether there has 
been any discussion about repaying environmental management funds which will be required to 
do the work associated with FFTF in the short term. Jim Mecca responded that there had not 
been. Gerry Pollet questioned whether the privatization proposal would use environmental 
management dollars to maintain the facility . The president of the firm who submitted the 
proposal stated that it would not and that it also has funds available to assist in the development 
of an EIS should the firm 's proposal be accepted. 

Pam Brown questioned whether there are containers available for the storage of spent fuel which 
will safely maintain integrity so that no leaks occur and whether any tritium could enter the 
groundwater if the shells were violated. Jim Mecca responded that there is no connection 
between the water systems in the primary area of the reactor and the groundwater so that there 
will be no contribution to the groundwater tritium plume. There are currently nine caps on the 
site and more can be purchased. Greg deBruler questioned what would be the constituents 
present in the wastewater being sent to the pond. A DOE representative stated that there will be 
total dissolved solids which meet drinking water standards. Emmet Moore, Washington State 
University (Public-At-Large), questioned whether the tritium process facility accelerator would 
be included in the EIS for the FFTF. Jim Mecca responded that while there is agreement that 
they are related actions, there is not resolution on whether the EIS should be given just to 
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Savannah River or Hanford. 

It was agreed that this item will be revisited by the Board at its earliest meeting next year, once a 
decision has been made by the Secretary. 

AGENDAITEM13: UPDATES 

Beth Sellers provided a brief update on the spent fuel project. The Phase I building has been 
completed and safety issues resolved. They are currently placing rebar on the operating deck and 
will be pouring concrete in mid December. Concrete will be poured at the cold vacuum drying 
facility at the K Basins in early January. The decision has been made to implement the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission' s requirement of tornado hardening at the storage building. This will 
cost an additional $3 .4 million and the project is currently three months behind schedule. 
However, it is expected that the facility will be ready next year. The hydrogen partitioning rate 
is currently being reviewed. There was a shortfall for the spent fuel project at the beginning of 
FY'97. By December. the impacts and plan for resolving the shortfalls should be finalized. 

Jeff Breckel provided an update on the National Dialogue project. There has been one meeting 
since the planning effort began in July, however, little of substance has occurred. There is 
concern that there will not be enough time to influence DOE decisions. The fundamental issues 
that need to be decided before the project can continue are: 1) what is the scope of the dialogue; 
and 2) should decisions be made on long-term DOE planning or on specific activities. The 
planning group is meeting next week and it is hoped that these issues will be resolved then. An 
additional concern is whether a new Secretary will continue to endorse the project. 

Lloyd Piper updated the Board on the Ten Year Plan activities. In response to a number of issues 
raised around the complex, Headquarters had modified the schedule and will not ask for draft 
plans until March. This will align the Ten Year Plans will the budget process. He also 
announced that DOE will no longer be using Activity Data Sheets or Risk Data Sheets, but will 
combine the information in those two documents into the Project Baseline Sheet (PDS). 

AGENDA ITEM 14: BOARD ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 

Louise Dressen summarized the issues which have been discussed and should be placed on the 
December agenda. Bob Larson suggested adding an update on the work force situation at 
Hanford. Gordon Rogers requested an update presentation on the memorandum of 
understanding recently signed between the state of Oregon and Ecology. 

Alice Murphy reported that she and John Wagoner will be meeting with Headquarters next week 
to discuss the FY' 97 budget, including the amount funded for the Board. It appears the same 
amount will be available as last year, but more information will be available at the meeting. Jon 
Yerxa reported that preliminary figures show that the Board stayed within its budget during the 
last fiscal year, spending $426,000 out of a budget of $500,000. 
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Jon Y erxa reminded the Board that travel reimbursement will now be done as a direct deposit 
and asked everyone to return the form with their account information. It was clarified that travel 
reimbursements are not considered as income. 

Dennis Faulk reminded the Board that the public involvement quarterly meeting will be held on 
December 3 from 2-4 p.m. If anyone has any interest in being involved in the planning of the 
meeting, contact Dennis. 

Maureen McCarthy expressed appreciation for the change in the December meeting date due to 
the celebration of Hanukah. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4 :30 p.m. 
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ATTACHMENTS LIST 

1. November Board Meeting Attendance List 
2. Facilitation Team Transition Update Memorandum 
3. Letter to EPA and Ecology from DOE RE: HRA-EIS/CLUP 
4. Letter to DOE from EPA and Ecology RE: HRA-EIS/CLUP 
5. Letter to Gerry Pollet from DOE RE: HRA-EIS/CLUP 
6. Institutional Controls Issues and Concerns for Preparing Advice 
7. Memorandum from IPA Agencies RE: Non-Union/Non-Management Positions on the 

Board 
8. Adopted Charter Amendment 
9. Presentation by Hank Hatch on Transition Costs and Activities 
10. Presentation by Larry Gadbois on Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment 

Project Overview 
11. Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment Presentation 
12. Presentation to the Board on IPA Negotiations on Reactors on the River By Roger Stanley, 

Ecology 
13. Letter from Laurie Pebole RE: FFTF 
14. Presentation on FFTF 
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