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TATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTM ENT OF ECOLOGY 
P.O. Bm -F600 • Olympia, Washington 9lJ.50.J-;-<,()(} 

(360) 407-'1000 • TOO Only (Hearing Impaired) /360) -HF-600b 

October 8, 1997 

Mr. John D. Wagoner. Manager 
U. S. Department of Energy 
P. 0. Box 550 
Richland Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Wagoner 

004786l 

R E: Final Dctennination pui-su:rnt to Hanford Fcdernl Fa('i(itv Agn·emcnt and Consent 
O,·de,· (Agrccm e n() in th e 111:1ttc1· of th e disapp,'oval of the Drp:u·t mC'nt of Ene rgy's change' 
contrnl for m M-45-97-03 1

• 

This letter follows discussions held October 2, 1997 between Lloyd Piper, Dan Silver, and their 
respective staffs in response to Mr. Piper's request to discuss the Pa11ies' M-45-03A dispute 2 

Enclosed please find the fin al determination in this matter pursuant to Agreement Part Two, 
Articl e VIII, Paragraph 30(0). 

The Washington Depa r1m ent of Ecology (Ecology) is deeply concerned over the inordinate 
amount of time that the Depa11111ent of Energy (DOE) and its contractors have taken to date to 
safely retrieve wastes from DO E's si ngle shell tank 241-C- I 06 (C-106)' As you know, thi s tank 
and it s co ntents present the very real ri sk of major environmental incident. For example, DO E has 
informed us that should tank C- 106 begin to leak, DOE would be forced to continue to add 
cooling water, thereby greatly exacerbat ing the rel ease of tank contents to adjacent soils and area 
groundwaters . In addition , because of the high heat of C- I 06 wastes, this tank has long been, and 
continues to be, under great stress. Should efforts to adequately reduce this stress through 
cooling fail, DOE im pact estimates focus on tank structural failure includ ing dome collapse and 
resulting on-site or off-si te releases . 

Letter, 97-WDD-05 l< ( ieo, gc II Sander,. Tr i l':111 y /\gree111c111 /\dn1i11islra1or. l · S Dcp:111111cnl of Energy. Ridiland Fidd Olli cc lo .\lihe 
Wilson, Manager, Nucka, Wa, tc l'n1g1 a111. \\ 'ashing1011 I kpa 11111en1 of Eco log, . .\I."· <, . I 'J97 ( l'his letter lransn1ittcd change rc4ucs1 \1 -
45 -97-03 datcd /\pril 7. 1 ')97) 

I ..:Iler. 97-EAl'-692 . l.loyd Piper. llepulv .\ la n:iger. LI. S . 1Jep:u1111cn1 of Encrg,. Richland Field Oflil:e. lo Dan Silver. Deputy Director. 
Enviromnenlal l' rogr:uns. Wasl11 ng1011 I kp:111111enl of E.:ol ,,gy dated Scplc111her 2(,. 1 'J'J7 
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Mr. John D. Wago 11 cr 
October 8, 1997 
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I also note, that though the M-4.S -0J J\ i111 eri111 mil estone and thi s dispu te fo cus on the in itiati on of 
retrieva l of C- 106 liquid wastes th rough slu icing; addressing C- 106 cleanu p issues and ri sks 
overa ll has necessaril y led the Part ies to co nsider each or the remai ni ng major compo nents of the 
C-1 06 retri eval project, e. g ., completi on o r sluicing, and subsequent initi ati on and completi on of 
retri eva l of C-106 " hard heel" residues·' Timely co mplet ion of these other directly impacted 
components is not only necessa ry _in address ing C- 106 environmental and safety co ncern s, but is 
also criti ca l from the larger standpoint of timely retrieval technology develop ment so as to support 
TWRS waste retri eva l and tank waste processing schedules overall. 

Ecology certainl y agrees that DOE must ensure that safety issues associa ted with the C-1 06 
project are ad equately assessed and managed th rough the development and implementation of 
sound waste ma nagement and safety progra ms. However, thi s need is no excuse for the 
ineffi cient C- 106 sa fety issue id entifi cation and resoluti on we have observed to da te (C- 106 safety 
issues have by and large been known fo r many years) It has been these ineffi ciencies, and 
continuing expectati ons by DO E that Ecology will 111 inimize DO E li ab ilit y by simply extending 
Agreement C- 106 waste retrieval schedules, whi ch have led to thi s dispute 

Enclosed with thi s lett er is a fo rmal copy or Ecology 's fin al determinati on in thi s matter. In 
short , our determ inati on is to di sappro ve DOE 's request to extend mil esto ne M-4 .S-0J A. 

It is our understandi ng that DOE plans to begin sluicing retrieval of tank C- 106 by November 30, 
1998 . Factually (given our deni al of DO E's Change Request Form M-45 -97-03) DOE wi ll be in 
violation of mi lestone M-45-0JA as of November I, 1997 . As a result , stipula ted penalties under 
Agreement A11icle IX may be assessed . Ecology wi ll hold assessment of stipulated penalties in 
abeyance provided that DOE compli es with the following: 

(A) Slui cing retri eval of tank 24 1-C- I 06 wastes will be completed no later than December 31 , 
1999 . 

(B) Completio n of sluicing shall be by mutu al (written) determinati on, appro ved by Ecology and 
DOE !AM IT representati ves . Thi s determinatio n wi ll include a finding that the limit of 
slui ci ng retrieva l capability has been reached fo r tank 24 1-C- l 06, and that subsequent waste 
removal , if necessa1y to meet the retrieval commitments of milestone M-45-00, will be 
acco mplished by alternati ve technology 

(C) It ems A and B above are estab li shed as an Agreemen t interim milestone 

C- 1 O<, \ \ ;1., 1i.; ri.:t , 1i:v:il ;11..:ti vi t i~s arL" hi: 111 g Cl>11 Ju ~t....· d ~1 :-. .1 u h>1J1n:i1,.:d pt'llJ1..'C..: I 111a 11 ag ... ·d a., huth ;1 T :111J... \ \'a., ti: Ri: 11 h..·J1 ;1tum Svsti:111 (T \VRS ) 
:-.uhprt) jl.'.L'l. :111d a l1.!d 11wl ogy o~ \'c loprni: 111 in i11:1ll\'C u11J 1..·1 th ... ·/ )( >I ·,· , I l:111h>rd T:111~ lni tiali \"l.'. ( I !Tl ). 
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Mr. Jo hn D . Wago ner 
October 8 , 1997 

(D) DOE 's Assista nt Ma nager for TWRS shall fo rw ard a bimo nthly le tt er repo rt to Eco logy ' s 
TWRS Proj ect Manager describi ng 24 1-C- I 06 project sta tu s, proj ect actio ns taken or 
occurring during the repo rt peri od, w hether they are consistent w ith ap proved Ag reement 
requirement s, and th e T WRS program int egrated baseline and logic, and whether or not 
compliance with (A) above remains achi evabl e 

(E) DOE shall immedi ately 11o tif)1 Eco logy at any tim e it determines it is no longer able to 
maintain compliance with schedul es co mpatibl e w ith compl eting the sluicing of wastes from 
ta nk C- 106 by December 3 I, 1999. 

l assure you that Eco logy remai ns committed to working with DOE in reso lving C-106 waste 
retri eval issues. However, the clear intent o f my fin al determ inatio n in th is matter is to establi sh 
that compliance with Ag reement mil estones that have been es tabli sh ed in the past is a basi c 
expec tation that must be met. I look fo rward to continuing to wo rk wi th you to ensure that 
H anford cleanup programs are managed efficiently and remain outcome o riented . 

Tom Fitzsimmo ns 
Directo r 

Enclosure (l) 

cc : AJ AJm, DOE-HQ 
Jackson Kinzer, DOE-RL 
Lloyd Piper, DOE-RL 
George Sander·s-DOE-RL 
H ank H atch, FDH 
Linc H all, LMHC 
Chuck Clarke, E PA Reg ion I 0 
M arilyn Reeves, Hanford Ad visory Board 
Tanya Barnett, Offi ce of the Atto rney General 
Administrati ve Reco rd 

A C" IOoFD 
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E nc losure 

FINAL DETERMINATION 

Final determination pursuant to Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent 
Order, (Agreement) Part Two, Article VI II , pa.-agraph 30(0): in the matter of the 
disappr-oval of the Dcpa1·tment of Energy's (DOE) change control form M-45-97-03t. 

This determination follows discussions held October 2, 1997 between Lloyd Piper (DOE), 
Dan Silver (Ecology), and their respective staffs regarding the Parties ' milestone M-45-
0JA dispute and the Department of Energy's current proposal in thi s regard . As such, this 
constitutes my final determination in thi s matter pursuant to Agreement Part Two,. Article 
VIII, paragra ph 30(0) . This determi nati on has been made following review and 
consideration of Ecology's Admini strat ive Record regarding thi s issue. 

Backgro und and Milestone History 

Between 1969 and 197 1, hi gh heat sludge · were slui ced from wasre stored in Hanford 
single shell ed tanks in an effort lu 1Tco , ·er Cesiu m 1

'" and Strontiul1l •>u. Unfortunately, the 
sludge washing/decanting step of the process did not function as planned, and excessive 
strontium rich so lids were transferred 10 tank 24 1-C- I 06 (C-106). 

In January 1991, in accordance with Public Law IO 1-510, Section 3 137 (the Wyden 
Amendment), tank C-106 was identified as a high-level Watch List tank that "may have a 
serious p ote11tialfor release of hixh-level waste due to 1111co11trol/ed increases of 
temperature or pressure" . Tank C-106 represents a potential major environmental 
incident, and is classed by the DO E as a Priority I safety issue because: (I) If the tank 
leaked and water cooling was stopped, an uncontrolled release of radioactive material 
could occur due to dome failure, leading to on-site or off-site radiation exposure, and (2) 
If addition of cooling water was not stopped, maintaining cooling water levels would 
result in continual water and contaminant loss to area soils and eventually the 
groundwater. Single shell tank C-1 06 currently holds some 229,000 gall ons of high level 
radioactive mixed waste. 

Agreement interim milestone M-45-03 A was crea ted in January of 1994 as part of a set of 
enforceable Agreement work schedules negotiated between the Parties in order to 
"rebaseline" Hanford 's Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS), and , in the instance of 
tank C- 106, to address the environmc111al and safety issues posed by the tank and its 
content s These " tank waste task force" nego tiations took place over an ap proximately 
eight month period of intense technical di scussion and publi c debate. Resu lting 
Agreement wo rk schedu les were hailed by then Governor Mike Lowry; Assistant 
Secreta1y of Energy, Thomas Grumbly, Director of the Washington Department of 
Ecology, Mary Rivel and ; Acting Regional Ad ministrator of the Environmental Protection 

Lella. 97-WI )I )-058: Ueorge 11. Sander,. I 11 1'.111\ ·\g1 een1c·n1 Administrator. l . S. lkpa11ment of Energy. Ri chland Field 
O ll icc 10 Mike Wil son. Ma nager. \\ 'a, l1111 g1011 Dcpar1mc111 nr Eco logy. Nuclear Was1c Program. Ma y G. 1997 ("11,is ktkr 
lr:111'n1it1,·d change request ~1-45-9 7-01 d:rt cd \ p11 I 7. 1')97) 



Agrccml'llt Mikstolll' M--t:i -OJA Disputc 

Ortohcr 8, 1997 

Agency, Gerald En1 ison; and members or the Hanford Ad viso ry Board as a set of hard 
fo ught and well founded schedules necessa ry to fin all y get 011 with the business of cleaning 
up the Hanford sit e 

Cleanup proj ect "sched ul e 111 a11 age111 ent" by DOE and it s co nt rac to rs was also an area of 
significant concern t hroughnu t these " tank was te task force" nego tiati ons . Ecology, EPA, 
the Han fo rd Ad visory Board , and ot her Hanford stakeholders were increasi ngly criti ca l o r 
the DO E and it s co ntractors fo r lack of cleanup progress and 111anagement control. As a 
result , Agreement Action Plan Section 11 .7 "Tank Wast e Remediation S stem Criti ca l 
Path Process" was crea ted Under the requi rement s or thi s section DOE agreed to 
establish and manage TWRS proj ects, including C- 106 waste retri eva l, utilizing an 
int egrated critical path management system whi ch was to be fully operational by 
September, 1994 . To th is day, DOE has yet to implement critical path management , and 
stands in violation of Secti on I 1. 7. 

Milestone M-45-03 A requires the initia ti on of waste retrieval from si ngle shell tank C-1 06 
by October 3 1, 1997 . Thi s milestone was created in order to (I) reso lve the hi gh heat 
safety issues associa ted with tank cont ent s, and (2) demonstrate single shell tank sluicing 
retrieval technologies . I 11l)wlcdge gai ned through the demo nstrat ion of sluicing 
technologies will be a critica l fir st step in tank wast e retri eva l at Hanfo rd . It is al so 
important to recogni ze that phase two C-1 06 waste retrieval tech nology demonstrations, 
i.e., removal of "hard heel" precipita nt s by technologies other than sluicing, can not 
proceed until phase one is completed . 

Unfo rtunately, since establi shment of this (M-45-03 A) milestone, management of the C-
l 06 sluicing proj ect by DOE and its contractor (then Westinghouse Hanford Co .) was 
characterized by inefli ciency, poor planning, lack of adequat e and timely technical work by 
DOE' s contractor, lack o r proper overs ight and management by DOE, and failure to 
identify safety issues and re olve them in a timely fashi on Examples of these management 
fai lures include the followin g: 

Lack of timely and ad eq uate C-106 waste characteriza tion: In mid 1994 C-106 was 
Hanford's top tank waste characterizat ion priority. However, due to slow characterization 
program progress, DOE decided to move ahead with C- 106 "Safety Assessment" (SA) 
documentation without adequate characterization information. This decision drew stiff 
criticism, caused associated delays, and resu lted in an eventual decision by the DOE to 
obtain C- 106 "grab samples" These grab samples (not surpri singly) were fou nd to be not 
representative of C-106 ,,_,·aste, and o nl y added to the uncen ainty of the developing SA 
Becau se of this inadequate approach to characteri za ti on and SA development , C- 106 
safety issue uncert aint ies re 111 ain (For exampl e, the a111 ount and distri bution o r heat 
generating material in the waste) . These ineffi ciencies in managing the C- 106 project have 
led to the use of overly conserva ti ve and restri cti ve requirement s in the SA The failure of 
DO E and its contractor to provide adequate and tim ely characterizat ion data has 
co ntri but ed to DO E's dif1i cu lties to da te in de lin ing reasonab le project requirements 
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· Ag;:ccmcni Mill'stonl' M--t:'i-OJA l)isputl' 
Ortohc1· 8, 1997 

Failure to identify and adequatt>ly respond to potenti;1I "stea m bump" safety issues: 
Events classed as steam bumps have long been recognized as potentia l safety issues 
associated with Hanford high heal tank wastes. In November of 1995 the potential for 
these types or events al tank C- 106 and sluicing waste receiver lank A Y-102 were raised 
as concerns by Hanford 's Chemical Reactions Subgroup of the Technical Assistance Panel 
(CRS/TAP) . It appears that the DOE and WHC did not take these concerns seriously 
enough in the instance of A Y-1 02, and only attempted to address them at C-106 itself. 

In October of 1996, DO E's new contractor for the TWRS (Lockheed Martin Hanford 
Company/LMHC) performed a review of the C- 106 SA and identified numerous problems 
(Included among these were discoveries that A Y-102 hea l venti lation capacity 
assumpt ions were in error, and that A Y-102 ventilation system modifications will have to 
be made before waste transfer ca n begin) . DO E's review of these numerous comments led 
to its acceptance of the maj orit y of them since they were element s of DO E's own safety 
requirements 

This lack of timely and adequate tech ni ca l work by DO E's cuntractor, in conjunction with 
a lack of adequat e oversight and management by DO E, has result ed in C- 106 SA 
completion continuing to be a roadblock to project success. 

Indecision regarding the potential for flammable gas safety issues at Hanford high 
level radioactive waste tanks, including tank C-106: The generation of flammable 
gasses (most notably hydrogen) in Hanford tank wastes has been studied for many years . 
Unfortunately, questionable decision making in regard to flammable gas issues has 
unnecessarily slowed work at C-106. Most notable among these delays was an October 
17, 1995 work stoppage by DOE when it decided to impose admini strative controls on 
Hanford tanks not already classed as flammable gas "watch li st" tanks. In doing so, DOE 
invoked Agreement Article XXXll "CREATION OF DANGER"2 which provides that : 
" If any Party determines that acti vities conducted pursuant to thi s Agreement are creating 
a danger to the health or welfare of the people on the Hanfo rd site or in the surrounding 
area or to the environment , that Party may require or order the work to stop ." . . . In 
invoking Article XXXll , DOE also noted that "The add itional fl ammable gas controls 
have imposed limitations on the RL 's ability to continue wo rk toward meeting several 
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri Par1 y Agreement) 
milestones.", (i11c/11di11g M--15-0JA), and that these impacts " will require a milestone 
extension" . Ecology immediately questioned the app ro priateness of this work stoppage\ 
and noted that "The need fo r thi s unp recedented decision has not been adequately 
justified " . and that "we have neither agreed with th is claim or granted any relief from 
(TPA) work requirement s." 

Ldkr.95- l'Rl -235: .lacks<lll t-;inzcr , .-\.ssislarrl ~lanagcr. Tank Waslc R,·111cdia1i,111 Syskrn. LI . S . lkpa11rnc11l ofEnagy. 
R id1la11d Field Olli cc lo ~ Irk ,· \\' ,I"'"· ~larrag,·r. Washi11glo 11 Dcpa ,1,11c111 ,, r t-: ,·,, l<>g) . Nuc lear Waslc l'rngrarn. Dcccrnha 12. 

199 5 

I -~tt 1.~r : XI ik(' \\'ilson. \b11:1g1.· 1. \\ ':1s h111g1t>11 l>1..'pa r10l('l1I o f J·:coll>g> . '.\!udi:;u \ ~' :1slL' Program to Jackson i-(inz.:r. Ass is t:1 11 l 

Ma11a gcr. Tank Waslc Rc ,11 ,·d,., 111,11 S,·s1c,11. 11 S . I kpa11111c111 or Frr ,· r g,·. R1chb11J Freid Olli cc. Dc,c111hcr 22 . 199 5. 
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Ag1·ccmc111 Milcslonl' M--t5 -0JA Dispute 

Or1ohc1· 8, 1997 

' . 

Subsequent to worh: stoppage at C-1 06, DO E's decision drew substantial criticism 
including that or Hanford ' s Chemical Reacti ons Subgroup (CRS/TAP) which concluded 
that it did not support the technical worh: associat ed with adding tanks to the flammable 
gas watch li st and that " It is therefo re our u11ani111ou s, techni cal opinion that the presented 
study does not represent an adequate technical basis for supporting add iti on of specific 
tanks to the FGWL ''~ DOE retracted it s recommendation to add tanks to the flammable 
gas watch list on June 3 I, I 9965 

Procedural History of this Dispute 

On May 6, 1997, DOE submitted Agreement Change Control Form M-45-97-03 to 
Ecolog/ for approval By this submittal, DOE requested the extension of Agreement 
interim milestone M-45-03A from October I 99 7 to September I 998 in order to 
accommodate the completion of Safety Assessment (SA) revision, process control plan 
revision , flammable gas equipment upgrad es, and waste monitoring and control equipment 
to prevent steam bump occurrence Thi s request was di sapproved by Ecology on May 6, 
1997, and was addressed in a subsequent lett er7 noting that Ecology does" not agree 
wi th the Depa rtment _of Energy (00[ ) that good cause exists ro r an extension to 
milestone M-45-03A", that "The DO E has had two years in which to address the safety 
issues for project W-320 ", and that ··Only recentl y has DOE and their contractor taken 
steps to create a sound, defensibl e basis fo r the proj ect. We beli eve these to be project 
management issues, and as such are not good cause for an extension." 

On May 27, 1997, DOE invoked dispute reso lution in thi s matt er in acco rd ance with 
section 12.3.3 of the Agreement Act ion Plan (DOE had apparently riot yet received 
Ecology' s May 20, 1997 letter) Following thi s action discussions between DOE and 
Ecology at the Project Manager level were conducted in an effo11 to reso lve the dispute, 
but were unsuccessful. 

Consequently, on July 22, 1997, DO E fo rwarded a M-45 -03A STATEMENT OF 
DISPUTE8

, within which it noted that it "exercises its right under Tri Party Agreement 
AJ1icle VIll, Sect ion 30 A, to elevate thi s matt er to the TAM IT for fu11h er consideration ." 

Reco mm" ndat io ns fro m the I X'" l!lect ing ,, f th e l' RS/T AI' . February 2'i. 1996 . 

In terna l Mel!lorandu 11 1: Ja ckso n 1-:inzer. .- \ ss ist:11 1t Secrel:i ry. T:1 11 k Waste Re1ned i:11io11 Svstc111. l 1. S l)" p:111mc nt o f En" rgy. 

Ri c hl a nd r i" ld O ll i ce to S tc w n l'o11 :rn . I )ep11 1v .· \ssist :r11 t Secreta rv. En viron m enta l Ma na g en,c nl. LI . S . D epa r1mcnt of Fnc rg y. 

Was hin gto n I) _ C .. .111 11 " 1 1. 19•)!, 

I ,i...' ll l..' r . 97- \VDD-O)X: tl i.:org..: 11 S ;11 1d1. . .' I'-. l"n l': 111\' : \gr1..·i...·111i,.:111 ., \J rn in ist rat o r. I · S. D 1..·p:111 11 h: 11t t) f 1-:nc.: rgy. Richl and Fidd 
Olli e..: to ~t ik1.: \V i Ison. i\ lan:1 g1..· r \\'. 1.-.li1 11 ~t,H 1 D,.:p:1rt 111i.:11 11)!" 1-:l'o lug>·· Nucll..'a r \\.':1:-.k J'rubr:11 n (T his l,.:tti...:r trans1ni tt c.: d L'h:111 gi.: 
1/cqu cst Fo nn M-45-97-01 d:r teJ . \prr l 7. I '! '!7) 

Ldkr· l\1ik!! \V il son. i\1anagc.: r. \:Vas h111 gto 11 l ) i.: p a 11 111 ....: 111 l> f Lco ll)gy. Nuck :,r \Vasti.: Pn..>gram to Jac kson K i11z l.!r , A '-.sistant 

i\ 1a na gc.: r. Tank \V ast..: Rcm ....: d i:i t id11 S~·,11...·111. :111d < i1.:orgl..' S:1 11 d,.: rs. T ri Pa,1 )' .-\grc.:1..• fll t..'.' lll :\ drnini strat or. l l. S . D1.!pa11mc.:nt of 

Ene rgy. M:r y 20. 199 7 . 

I.e ll er. 97-W D I l - 1 18 : (.ieo rge 11. S:r ndc rs. J' r , l':111 y ;\grec111 c nt , \ d111 i11istr:rt or. l l. S . lkp:111mc nt o i' Energy, Rich land Fie ld 

Olli cc to ivli k e W ilson. Ma nager. \\':rsh, ngt, >1 > I lcp:r11111cnt oi' lcco logy. >J ud~a r \\ 'ask l'rngra 111. Ju ly 2 2 . 1997 . 
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AJ,!rccrncnt Mikstone M--t5-0JA Dispute 
October 8, 199 7 

Deliberati on at the !AM IT (Int er Agency Ma11age111e11t l11t egra tio 11 Team) leve l, including 
an extension agreed to by DOE and Ecology signature 0 11 August 26, 1997, continued, but 
fai led to result in resolution within the agreed- to tin1c frame (by September 24, 1997) 
This M-4 5-0JA dispute was then eleva ted fo r a tinal determi nati on of the director . Mr. 
Piper subsequently requested a meeting wi th Dan Silver, Eco logy's Deputy Director for 
Environment al Programs, to discuss this matter prior to my fina l determination . That 
meeting was held in Lacey on October 2, 1997 . 

This di spute has now come to me for fin al reso lut ion 

DO E Proposed Resolution of thr M-45-0JA Dispute 

Under DOE' s proposal to modify Agreement interim milestone M-45 -0JA, the 
milestone 's October 1997 end date wou ld be extended to September 1998 . 

In its change contro l form, DOE has offered tv o justifications for the requested extension, 
i.e., to allow sufiicien t rime fo r the resolution of receipt tank A Y- 102 steam bu mp and 
flammable gas issues. 

Findings and Final Determination 

Ecology has never wavered from the basic tenets that cleanup work at Hanford must be 
conducted safely and that Agreement requi rements must be estab li shed with consideration 
of associated safety issues. However, DOE and DOE contractor management fa ilures in 
the instance of this C-106 sluicing project have been exceedingly di sappointing. DOE's 
proposal suffers from a number of fl aws including the fo llowing: 

• Issues which DOE has asserted as being recently identified, have in fact a substantial 
history at Hanford. and should have been identifi ed and efficient ly dealt with as 
potential safety issues at tanks C-106 and A Y - I 02 early in the process . Had these 
issues been identified in a timely manner and managed efficiently, DOE wou ld have 
been abfe to resolve them and comply wi th milestone M-45-0JA. 

• The TWRS (C- 106) subproject has too often been impacted by indecisive, inefficient 
or otherwise defi cient management decisions. 

• DOE and its contractor have been especially defi cient in their abi lities to identify safety 
issues associated with the C-1 06 sluicing project, to develop a sound and timely C- 106 
Safet y Assessmen t, and to mo ve these issues to reso lution within a reasonable amount 
of time 

• DOE 's consistent lack of recognition of these failures, and failure to resolve them are 
troubling, and threa ten many other Agreement p1 ojccts Though we have found 
DOE 's new TWRS contractor (LM HC ) refreshingly encouraging to date, past 
experience makes promised future progress 0 11 thi s project hard to believe. 
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Agreement Mikslone M --t :"i -OJA Uispule 

Octohe1· 8, 1997 

• Good cau se fo r ex tension of the M-45-0JA milestone does not ex ist. 

• DOE will stand in violation of interim mil estone M-45 -03 A as of November I, 1997. 

In light of th e Administrntive Reco rd and th e findin gs outlined above, and in an 
effort to ensure the saft.· and tim ely rct.-icv al of tank C- 106 wastes, and the resolution 
of C-106 environmental risks , my final determination in this matter is as follows: 

I. DO E' s pro posal (Change Request Form M-45 -97-03 ) is unacceptable and is 
hereby di sa pproved. 

/(J-t?r-17 
si 1mons, Director Date 

n Depa rt ment of Ecology 

C I 06 F<lan.d,>~ 

/ 

(, 


