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Executive Summary 

Explosion at the Plutonium Reclamation Facilitv 

A panel of investigators provided a status report on the investigations of the May 14, 1997, 
explosion at the Plutonium Reclamation Facility, in which workers were exposed to a chemical 
plume. Preliminary findings identified the cause of the explosion as the evaporation of 
hydroxylamine nitrate and nitric acid. Other issues discovered include inadequate and 
conflicting emergency preparedness and medical procedures, as well as gaps in the oversight and 
overall understanding of the risks associated with chemical evaporation. Discussion by the 
Board and members of the audience focused on treatment of the exposed workers, conflicting 
communications regarding radiation releases, and the delay in notification of local emergency 
response centers. 

Public Comment 

Gai Oglesbee and Beulah McCulley expressed concern over the treatment of the workers 
exposed to the chemical plume from the Plutonium Reclamation Facility explosion. They asked 
the Board to follow the investigation carefully and said they would also continue to follow the 
issue. 

Update/Status Report on DOE-HO Initiatives 

The status of complex-wide activities that impact Hanford was discussed. DOE staff are still 
awaiting approval for the National Dialogue from Secretary Pena (a. The surplus plutonium and 
waste management EIS ' s are inter-related. Regarding the Focus on 2006 Plan, the Executive 
Committee met with Al Alm on June 18 and presented Board views on long-term stable funding 
and accelerated cleanup. The Board, including all three Committees, will be reviewing the 
PHMC Management and Integration Plan. 

Budget Status 

Budget projections for FY97, FY98 and FY99 were presented and discussed at length. In 
addition, the Integrated Priority List and its effects on meeting milestones in both high and low 
case funding scenarios were discussed. Of main concern is the funding projection for FY99. 
Both the high and low case scenarios jeopardize cleanup and could potentially result in non­
compliance with the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA). The Board prepared a letter to be distributed 
to the Northwest Congressional delegation, the Governors of Washington and Oregon, and the 
Attorney General of Washington State to transmit a Board statement for the "Performance and 
Budget At Hariford Management Work Session" in Salt Lake City between DOE (Headquarters 
and Richland), regulators and stakeholders. The statement stressed the importance of adequate 
funding to meet TP A commitments, concerns over risk to workers, the public and the region, 
protection of the Columbia River, and the need to support cost savings activities. The letter also 
addressed the need for full funding of two Phase I vitrification facilities, to ensure the 
privatization set-aside fund, and to involve the Hariford Advisory Board prior to the initiation of 
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each phase of privatization. The Board also requested that the regulatory infrastructure for the 
privatization fully protect public and worker health and safety and the environment throughout 
the entire tank waste privatization effort. 

Tank Waste Remediation Svstems 

The Hanford tank farm vadose zone and privatization programs were discussed. As a result of 
previous borehole sampling, it was determined that cesium has moved deeper in the vadose zone 
than expected. Another borehole will be drilled in FY97 to extend down to the water table. 
Several individual HAB members worked with DOE to develop an information paper for 
Congress alerting them to the need for sufficient funding in the tank farms. As a result, another 
$35 million for the TWRS program may be obtained. The Board discussed the funding for the 
privatization effort for vitrification of the tank wastes. Currently, there is concern that the 
funding for two facilities is in jeopardy. The Board decided not to issue further advice on TWRS 
privatization at this time. 

TP A Change Package For K Basins/Spent Fuel 

A TP A change package for the Spent Fuel program at K Basins has been prepared. There are 
still some outstanding technical and safety issues that are being addressed. The Board adopted 
advice that urged the quick resolution of technical and regulatory issues associated with PCB­
contaminated sludge in the K Basins. The Board also recommended that the TP A agencies 
consider adding target dates to provide early warning of impending technical problems that could 
jeopardize project schedules and budget. 

PHMC Management Plan 

The Project Hanford Management and Integration Plan was released in July by Fluor Daniel 
Hanford and DOE. The plan outlines the management principles for Fluor Daniel Hanford, its 
subcontractors and the enterprise companies. Board members expressed concern that an 
opportunity was not provided to review and comment on the plan prior to release. More 
specifically, Board members wanted to comment on cost savings, outsourcing and overhead and 
indirect management. DOE informed the Board that their comments would be accepted and 
considered prior to release of the modified plan next quarter. A letter was prepared by the HAB to 
express concern over not being able to provide input on a viable cost savings performance plan, the 
outsourcing approach/methodology, layered overhead costs, and the specific approach underlying 
the Fluor Daniel Hanford commitment to create 3,000 new non-Hanford jobs in a five year 
performance period. 
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Surplus Plutonium Environmental Impact Statement 

The Board heard a report on the July 1 scoping meeting for a fo llow-on environmental impact 
statement (EIS) on storage and disposition of fissile material. This EIS will address where the 
steps to convert the surplus plutonium into ceramics/glass or mixed oxide fuel will occur. The 
Board discussed the need to use the framework of the National Dialogue to establish a clearly 
defined process that allows for adequate time for discussion and public comment on proposed 
locations for plutonium, pit and metal conversion, mixed oxide fuel preparation, vitrification, 
treatment, and storage or disposition of other radioactive waste. The Board adopted advice on 
this point and the need to define a decision-making schedule and rationale as well as 
transportation logistics, linkages to international disposition, wastes that will be generated and 
their management. The advice also states that the disposition should not impact Hanford cleanup 
budgets and schedules. 

TP A Change Package for Reactors on the River 

The Board considered and adopted advice on the TP A change package for Reactors on the River. 
The advice endorses the proposed changes, including interim safe storage of C and F Reactors 
and the competitive procurement to reassess interim safe storage and ultimate disposition. The 
advice also commends the agencies for the approach to preservation of B Reactor. 

200 Area Soils Remediation Strategy 

The Board briefly discussed a proposed 200 Area Soils Remediation Strategy. The strategy 
considers combining soil waste sites in the 200 Area, with the exception of the TWRS vadose 
zone. The strategy also addresses prioritization for characterization and remediation. 
Implementation of the strategy would require a change package being put through for the M-13 
and the M-20 milestones. However, some FY99 funding scenarios do not provide for 
implementation of this strategy. DOE, regulators and stakeholders agreed that the proposed 
strategy is the correct path forward; however, a lack of funding may prevent DOE from signing a 
TP A change package. 

Canyon Disposition Initiative 

A technical report outlining initial stakeholder issues and concerns was discussed. The Board 
approved submission of the report to the TP A agencies. While the report outlines initial 
stakeholder issues and concerns, the Board will continue to review this initiative and may 
provide additional comments in the future. 
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Updates 

A proposed plan for the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility expansion is almost ready 
for release. The public comment period will begin around the first of August. 

Four Openness Initiative workshops will be held by July 1998. The workshops will aid DOE on 
openness issues, including declassification of documents relating to environmental releases of 
radioactive materials, and provide public access to Hanford information. DOE-Headquarters and 
the Consortium for Risk Evaluation and Stakeholder Participation (CRESP) will provide 
funding. 

The TP A change package for FFTF will be suspended, pending a decision to proceed with 
cleanup or defense production. Board discussion addressed NEPA and SEP A compliance and 
public participation for any change to the TP A and using cleanup funds for non-cleanup work. 

The annual CRESP meeting addressed integration of the research into real issues and practical 
applications. CRESP is reviewing how risk is used by everyone participating in some of the 
decisions such as the Focus on 2006 Plan. 

National Dialogue pilot workshops will occur in October in Spokane, Portland, Tri-Cities, and 
Seattle. Oregon will conduct focus groups in mid-September. 

New travel rules were outlined, including ( 1) ¾ of the per diem rate applies to the first and last 
day of travel, (2) no per diem for less than 12 hours on travel, (3) no receipts are required for 
expenses under $75 dollars, and (4) prior authorization is required if actual expenses will exceed 
the allowable amount. 
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD 
Revised Meeting Summary 

July 9-11, 1997 
Spokane, Washington 

This is only a summary of issues and actions in this meeting. It 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. 

Wednesday, July 9, 1997 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Merilyn Reeves, Oregon League of Women Voters 
(Public-at-Large). The meeting was open to the public. Four specific public comment periods 
were provided, one at the end of the Wednesday evening session, one at 11 :45 a.m. and one at 
the end of Thursday, and one at 11:45 am on Friday. 

Members present are listed in Attachment I , as are members of the public and others attending. 
Board seats not represented were: Richard Berglund, Central Washington Building Trades 
Council (Hanford Work Force), Tom Carpenter, Government Accountability Office (Hanford 
Work Force), Paul Danielson, Nez Perce Tribe (Tribal Governments), Gerald Hess, Gonzaga 
University (Public-at-Large), Charles Kilbury, City of Pasco (Local Government Interests), Rick 
Leaumont, Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society & Columbia River Conservation League 
(Local Environmental Interests) Jim Watts, Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council (Hanford 
Work Force), Donald Worden (Public-at Large). 

Announcements Made Throughout the Meeting 
[Items are listed in chronological order, rather than in the order made. Announcements with no 
dates are listed last.} 

The next Environmental Restoration Committee meeting, scheduled for August 6, will be in 
Portland rather than the Tri-Cities. 

Betty Tabbutt, Washington League of Women Voters (Regional Citizens, Environmental, and 
Public Interest Organizations), announced that Maureen McCarthy is taking a one-year leave of 
absence to work for the American Association for the Advancement of Science at the Pentagon. 
She will be working on issues pertaining to international disarmament. 

Merilyn Reeves announced that there will be a National Dialogue pilot workshop planning 
meeting on Thursday evening at 6:30 p.m. There will be additional focus group meetings in 
Oregon in October. 
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Steve Liedle has replaced Mike Little as president of Bechtel Hanford. Steve has been at 
Hanford since July 1994 and is familiar with the Environmental Restoration program. 

The Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) has been invited to attend the next Salt Lake City 
"Performance and Budget At Hanford Management Work Session" with DOE, contractors, 
regulators and stakeholders. Merilyn Reeves and George Kyriazis will be attending. 

Merilyn Reeves announced that Dave Watrous is Harold Heacock's new alternate. 

AGENDA ITEM #1: EXPLOSION AT PLUTONIUM RECLAMATION FACILITY 

Dick Belsey, Physicians for Social Responsibility (Local and Regional Public Health), presented 
the panelists and issues pertaining to the current investigation into the explosion at the Plutonium 
Reclamation Facility (PRF) at the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP). 

Ron Gerton, DOE, introduced himself as the chair of the investigation team that is made up of 
two DOE employees, one Fluor Daniel Hanford (FDH) employee, and two Babcock and Wilcox 
(B&W) Hanford Company employees. On Wednesday evening, May 14, at 7:53 p.m. Tank A­
l 09, containing diluted hydroxylamine nitrate and nitric acid, exploded and caused damage to 
the outer structure of the PRF facility and exposed ten Hanford workers. It was reported that 
there was a brown/yellowish plume. Under investigation are the causes of the explosion, the 
emergency preparedness and emergency medical procedures. The workers who were exposed 
received conflicting instructions at the time of the explosion to stay in place or go into the PFP 
facility. As a result, the workers passed through the plume. Specifics of the explosion such as 
the size of the tank and damage to the surrounding area were also discussed. During the 
investigation process, Ecology, the Washington Department of Health (WDOH), union 
representatives, Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board staff, and DOE-Headquarters personnel 
were invited to attend the daily meetings. There have been six news briefings to share 
information with the public. A draft summary report on investigation team findings was 
provided to the Board (Attachment 2). The final , more comprehensive report should be available 
by the end of July. 

Paul Kruger, DOE, reviewed with the emergency preparedness and medical follow-up activities 
following the accident. Paul said there is a draft emergency preparedness summary that includes 
the activities associated with the exposed workers. A more detailed medical report will be 
available upon completion of an investigation of a number of issues. The workers who were 
involved in the explosion are working with the team to verify the accident events and the initial 
activities following the accident. This information will be included in the medical component 
of the emergency response report. Paul said that there were inappropriate statements in the draft 
material and in a press release that reported there were no injuries; ten workers were exposed to a 
chemical plume and he said it is obvious that exposure is an injury. There have been a number 
of emergency preparedness issues identified. Some of the issues have immediate corrective 
actions in place and some have longer-term corrective actions. 
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Steve Moore, Ecology, said Ecology is performing a regulatory investigation. The first steps 
included making sure the cleanup of the plant took place and that the investigation was 
underway. A comprehensive compliance inspection has been conducted. Conclusions and 
understanding of what is thought to have happened are still being reviewed and verified. Susan 
May, WDOH, said her report will serve as an appendix to DOE' s emergency preparedness report 
and will a part of the final Ecology report. WDOH is working with Ecology as part of the 
investigation team to provide expertise in emergency preparedness and radiation issues. 
Currently, WDOH is completing a report on issues related to the Clean Air Act regulations and 
reviewing the emergency preparedness report and will be providing comments. 

Ron Gerton said the direct cause of the accident is that the chemicals were allowed to 
concentrate by evaporation until they reached an unstable state. At that point, gas was generated 
and overpressurized the tank, causing it to explode. There would not have been an explosion if 
the chemicals had been removed from the tank. When the facility was placed in shutdown mode, 
a decision was made to monitor the tanks and complete removal at a later date; however, the 
procedure for removing the chemicals should have been implemented. The focus was on 
cleanout of the plant and not on the chemicals. Another root cause of the accident was a change 
in the safety authorization basis without the needed evaluation of the change. Essentially, 
procedures were not followed and the contractor went outside the safety authorization basis, 
which is unacceptable. Other contributing factors are listed in the summary. 

Paul Kruger explained six findings to date regarding the exposed workers: 
1. There were conflicting orders to the workers at the time of the accident and there were 

personnel movements in direct contradiction with lock-down and take cover sirens. 
2. There were inadequate surveys of the workers, both chemical and radiological, at the time of 

the event. There were also time delays in doing the medical surveys. 
3. There should have been an emergency action procedure that clearly identified and would 

have gotten the facility building emergency director to the classification within minutes. 
4. Mis-communications resulted in an hour and twenty minutes delay in making the formal 

notifications. According to procedure, notification has to happen within fifteen minutes. In 
addition, the regulators and community leaders did not receive any "heads up" notification 
that there was a significant event occurring that could lead to an alert level status. There was 
a procedure in place; however, the notifications did not occur. 

5. The appropriate industrial hygiene expertise was not available and there were no appropriate 
chemical monitors readily available to monitor a chemical release. 

6. Integration of the RCRA required contingency plans with the emergency response activities 
is needed. 

Steve Moore said that his report is from a regulatory perspective and the important lessons 
learned were a large number of deficiencies in emergency planning. He thinks these are issues 
that will require integration and "brainstorming" because there is more than one emergency plan. 
He reviewed a variety of different plans and said that in trying to satisfy the dozen or so 
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requirements for emergency plans, the effectiveness of the Hanford planning is diminished. 
Steve said that Ron Gerton's report has done a good job of identifying the importance of the 
safety analysis and the subsequent decisions that are made. 

Susan May said that when the WDOH met with DOE, there were five issues to be discussed. 
She said Paul addressed all of them and that DOE has been reviewing WDOH concerns. DOE is 
still awaiting information on the health and safety of the exposed workers. WDOH found that 
despite all the drills they do with DOE, "real life" was a wake up call. There are some things 
that cannot be put into plans and procedures because they do not happen during a drill or 
exercise. WDOH learned that it needs to be more integrated with the DOE and train staff on the 
Hanford environment so they can better respond. 

Lorlee Mizell, Benton County Emergency Services, said the local government concerns were 
specific to DOE's response to the incident and how it impacted local government and its ability 
to protect the health and safety of the communities. Through working with DOE, a new initial 
notification procedure has been put in place. John Scheer, Director of Franklin County 
Emergency Management, said that the County 's community notification plans worked. The 
County was able to bring its emergency operation center to completeness and he felt confident 
that the County would be able to close roads and evacuate people if needed. 

Jim Everts, EPA, expressed several concerns over the chemical monitoring or lack thereof and 
that the root cause of the issue is identified. He will be reviewing the actions to prevent 
reoccurrence of the situation as well as emergency notifications on and off the site. Other 
concerns include the actual implementation of the recommendations within a clear timefrarne. 
EPA will be following all of the issues and intends to be involved and follow the activities 
closely. 

Board Discussion 

Merilyn Reeves asked if there are other agencies investigating the explosion. Ron Gerton 
responded that EPA is also involved in the investigation and he will be seeking technical review 
from Labor and Industries and/or Occupational Health and Safety. Jim Everts explained that 
EPA became involved because of a letter from Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest, that 
was sent to the agencies requesting independent review of the investigations. Questions were 
posed in the letter that EPA believed were pertinent. Currently, EPA is working with Ecology 
and other federal agencies and looks to provide support as appropriate. 

Gerry Pollet (Regional Citizens, Environmental, and Public Interest Organizations) said that 
compliance with the law has a purpose and he is concerned that the summary report does not 
mention compliance. Compliance orders are needed - not just recommendations. There are a set 
of legal violations regarding storage of chemicals and toxic wastes. Other regulations require 
inventories to be reported and for information to be available. Had the laws been followed, there 
would not be the human concerns discussed at this meeting. Gerry invited the workers to let him 
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know what kind of follow-up support they need. He stressed the need for independent 
investigations due to potential cover-ups. Public notification is needed immediately-not four 
hours later. Paul Kruger said there were issues around the Superfund Amendment and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA) plan and whether or not it was fully addressed as part of the 
emergency planning processes that are in place. He said there are deficiencies in integrating 
those two activities. 

Tim Takara, University of Washington (University), said the clinic at the University of 
Washington saw six of the patients involved in the accident. Tim asked to see a model of the 
chemical plume and asked about any estimates of additional exposures. Ron Gerton said that 
data should be available within a week and will be included in the report. Plume data are still 
being reviewed. The final report is expected around mid-July. 

Greg deBruler, Columbia River United (Regional Citizen, Environmental & Public Interest 
Organizations), expressed concern that a request for an independent evaluation of the workers 
did not happen until two weeks following the explosion. The Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry put together a proposal to monitor up to 14,000 people that have been exposed 
to Hanford releases. He asked how many workers have been exposed when their badges 
reflected that they were not exposed. He expressed frustration that there are workers being 
exposed daily and the agencies say there is no problem. First priority needs to be worker safety. 
He questioned the "clean bill of health" from Kadlec Medical Center and strongly suggested that 

the next time anyone is exposed that they bring in an off-site toxicologist, who is not affiliated 
with the DOE. He wants to know what are the workers ' health problems. 
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Paige Knight, Oregon Hanford Watch (Regional Citizens, Environmental, and Public Interest 
Organizations), asked how much the presentation video shown by Ron Gerton cost, who will 
synthesize the various reports, which experts are reviewing the air plume and if it is in-house or 
out-of-house, and if the workers employment status changed following the accident. Merilyn 
Reeves recommended that Paige work with the Health, Safety and Waste Management 
Committee on these questions. 

Gerry Pollet asked if Material Safety Data Sheets on the chemical inventory of the tanks were 
shared with Kadlec Medical Center. Paul Kruger responded that the information was available 
and will be addressed in the medical portion of the report. 

Gerry asked for clarification of reports that said the workers were not exposed to plutonium and 
the basis for their negative nasal smear results when there was not a count on the smears until 
one month later. Steve Moore said that there was a breakdown in procedures for conducting 
nasal smears. Debra McBaugh, WDOH, said clearly the smears were done improperly but they 
show nothing. Waiting a month, unless they were handled poorly, should not be a problem 
because the isotopes of concern have a very long half-life. They were not counted for chemicals 
but for radiation. Debra asked if lung counts were done. Paul Kruger responded that lung counts 
were done on two of the employees and bioassays were done at a later date on four of the 
employees. The lung counts were negative and two of the bioassays were negative; they are 
awaiting results of the other two. He explained that the entire process of the radiological 
surveying of the individuals was not handled well and will be documented thoroughly in the 
medical portion of the report. Tim Takara said that normally, if a nasal smear is positive, it 
indicates the need for a urinalysis. Paul said due to mis-communication in the process, the nasal 
smears were reported as negative even though they had not been counted. 

Betty Tabbutt expressed frustration over conflicting statements and wanted to know who was 
responsible for the first press release that stated there was no exposure or injury. Lloyd Piper 
explained that the press release was distributed the morning right after the event. Based on 
knowledge at that time and to this date, there has been no evidence of any airborne release of 
radioactivity. Betty expressed concern that "the press release did not say two months from the 
accident DOE will still be examining the issues and very cautious about what can be said." 
Lloyd Piper said DOE is cautious, because the workers have requested that their conditions not 
be discussed in a public forum without their prior review of the information and documentation. 
He commented that anytime DOE says something in public and that is different two days later, it 
is accused of lying. DOE is reviewing massive data to make sure accurate information will be 
included in the final report. There are conflicting statements, which DOE is trying to clarify. 

Shelly Cimon, Oregon Hanford Waste Board (State or Oregon), asked what process is in place 
for a worker that is injured and sent to the hospital. This resulted in a discussion between 
numerous Board members regarding the terminology of "injury" and the actual number of 
workers exposed. Gerry Pollet said there are some different views of the workers and their 
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status. It is his hope that FDH will work to alleviate threats of layoffs to the affected workers. 
Mike Yates responded that some of the workers believed that they were not being treated well in 
the workplace and FDH will not tolerate this behavior by supervisors or managers. Wayne 
Martin, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) (Hanford Workforce), Betty Tabbutt and 
Paige Knight emphasized the need to keep the focus on health issues, especially regarding the 
exposed workers. 

Greg deBruler asked DOE: (1) how are they going to deal with the employees and (2) will there 
be an independent toxicologist evaluation. Greg expressed concern that sometimes exposures 
are not reported. He said there is a history of DOE cover-up. He thinks Kadlec Medical Center 
needs to be investigated to find out why the procedures were so faulty . The Hanford 
Environmental Health Foundation (HEHF) needs to be investigated as well. He stressed the 
need to make outside independent experts available to the workers. He also asked if the workers 
have been given the opportunity to work with leading toxicologists in the nation to write a 
protocol for the DOE to see what they want to address. Beulah McCulley said they have not. 

Jim Mecca, DOE-RL, said there was no one in the PRF at the time of the explosion. There was 
an operator suiting up and getting ready to make a surveillance of PRF, but he had not yet 
entered. There were others in the center of the PFP proper. 

Pam Brown, City of Richland (Local Government), inquired as to Westinghouse' s liability and 
added that a real accident provides more serious opportunities than drills. There have been 
problems pointed out in drills that have not been rectified and one of them is the timely 
notification to local government. Although Richland's Emergency Center was up and running, 
sheltering and evacuation would have been too late if there had been an off-site release of 
radiation. Timely information is vital to protection by the local services. 

Paige Knight asked what is going to happen to the management involved in the explosion. Mike 
Yates said when all the results are in from the reports, FDH will take appropriate actions. Paige 
asked for a guarantee that there will be no repercussions for the workers and requested a copy of 
the report. Margery Swint, Benton-Franklin Public Health (Local and Regional Public Health), 
added that it is normal practice to bring on craft workers for a job and when the job ends, they 
are sent back to the craft hall until another job is available. 

Sandra Matheson, HEHF, explained that HEHF's work scope is the occupational health portion 
rather than emergency response or preparedness. She has met with the workers. Based on the 
exposures that are known to date, HEHF has been unable to link the symptoms with the 
exposures. As studies are completed, HEHF will also take a look at any additional exposure 
information. HEHF wants to respect the wishes of the workers for privacy. 

Loretta Ahouse, Heart of America Northwest (Regional Citizen, Environmental and Public 
Interest Organizations), asked if there will be any disciplinary actions to those responsible. Art 
Tackett, Grant and Franklin Counties (Local Government), asked if this accident is tied to 
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downsizing and if it is also tied to gaps in training. He believes that Hanford needs to send a 
"wake up call" to Congress regarding the need for adequate support of cleanup. 

George Kyriazis, City of Kennewick (Local Government) asked Ron Gerton about the level of 
detail that will be available. Ron responded that the report handed out at this meeting is a 
summary report and a more detailed report will be out in mid-July. Worker and emergency 
response activities will be covered in another report. He said the investigation team interviewed 
the workers and was very proud of the workers and their handling of the situation. George 
commented that logs for the tanks were being kept for a reason (i.e. , a criticality point for the 
contents). He asked about the expertise to read and understand the logs. Ron said the 
engineering staff should have recognized the liquid was evaporating. The engineering people did 
not understand the hazard from the evaporation. Contributing causes to the accident include a 
number of missed opportunities to bring awareness of this hazard. 

Madeleine Brown, FDH (Hanford Workforce), said that the Lessons Learned Coordinator for the 
site was laid off and then brought back as a contractor; the justification for the layoff (i.e. , a 
"skills mix") did not seem logical. Some of the PFP employees believe one of the root causes 
for this accident is that PFP is in shutdown. She is very concerned that worse things may be 
commg. 
Tim Takaro requested clarification of the radiation releases from the accident. Ron Gerton said 
that when the water from the sprinkler trickled down the hallway to the stairs, there may have 
been an opportunity on the first floor for contact with plutonium, which was carried with the 
water out the doors to the asphalt. The levels are not high, but are detectable. Earlier he stated 
publicly that there was no radiation release and that was what he knew at the time. When the 
numbers came in, he could see there were some detectable levels that are easy to cleanup. Greg 
deBruler said that he was told by a worker that the monitors had not been calibrated for a number 
of years and asked when the last calibration occurred. 

Dick Belsey explained that this issue will continue to be reviewed in the Health, Safety and 
Waste Management Committee. He added that dealing with Hanford issues is complex and that 
Hanford will be "hazardous duty" until the materials are stabilized, treated and disposed. The 
most important consideration is the health and safety of the public, workers and future 
generations. 

Public Comment 

Gai Oglesbee said many members are right on target, but she will continue to come to the 
meetings because the Board needs to learn what is going on. She said she represents the exposed 
workers and worked at Hanford. She, too, had been exposed and was targeted as a 
whistleblower for raising concerns. She was shocked at how the exposed workers were treated. 
She has received monitoring and humane treatment for her exposure but the workers have not. 

Beulah McCulley, mother of one of the exposed workers, said she is very concerned with how 
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the explosion has been handled. There has been very little in the newspapers and television. She 
requested that Lloyd Piper personally respond to her list of questions. She shared with the Board 
her research on cumulative effects of exposures. She applauds the people who are speaking up 
for the workers and is ashamed of the government for the way they have treated the workers . 

Thursday, Julv 10, 1997 

AGENDA ITEM #2: WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

Max Power, Ecology, explained the selection process for filling the non-union, non-management 
seats. The Board ' s values and the many contractors were considered when selecting the new 
representatives. The new non-union, non-management employee representatives are: Madeleine 
Brown, FDH, Susan Leckband, Numatec, David Riddle, Lockheed Martin Hanford (LMH), and 
Wayne Martin, PNNL. In addition, Ken Bracken is the new alternate for Ben Floyd and Dave 
Watrous is the new alternate for Harold Heacock. 

Wayne Martin has been at Hanford for 19 years. He is currently employed by PNNL in the 
Office of Science and Technology and hopes to bring a technical attribute as well as an 
understanding of the local community to Board meetings. He enjoys working with interns and 
students. Ralph Patt invited Wayne to join the Environmental Restoration Committee. 

Dave Riddle has been at Hanford for 17 years. He came to Hanford as a welder, worked in 
training, and currently works in Tank Farm Operations for LMH. He added his background will 
provide a broad perspective for the Board. He is an adjunct faculty member at City University. 

Susan Leckband explained that the Numatec Hanford Company employs 160 employees with 
many of the managers being from France. At Hanford she has worked at PFP and B Reactor. 
She noted she has a strong technical writing background. She formerly worked in sales, 
communications and administrative management. 

Ken Bracken, (Local Government Interests), is retired from DOE and the Atomic Energy 
Commission at Hanford. He is pleased to stay involved with Hanford issues and looks forward 
to the opportunity to be a part of the Board. He believes the Board is very effective. 

Jack Yorgesen, Grant County (Local Government Interests), is the new Grant and Franklin 
Counties representative. He farms outside of Mattawa and has lived near Hanford his whole 
life. 

Greg deBruler stressed the importance of the Board' s open door policy for Hanford workers. He 
strongly encouraged the HAB to notify Hanford workers that the Board is here to help solve the 
problems on the site. He suggested that an article be placed in the Hanford Reach encouraging 
employee participation and saying that the Board is open to hearing what is happening on site. 
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Louise Dressen, Envirolssues, said a new member orientation that reviewed the Board's structure 
and administrative processes was recently conducted. Almost all of the new members have 
received the orientation. 

Merilyn Reeves reminded the Board that the HAB operates by consensus with mutual respect for 
one another and it works best when the members work within the structured processes. She 
recommended a Reach article be prepared to list the HAB members. Nolan Curtis, FDH, said his 
office would be amenable to developing a story for the Hanford Reach. Dick Belsey and 
Merilyn Reeves requested the Board be included on the Hanford Reach distribution. 

AGENDA ITEM 3: APPROVE MAY MEETING SUMMARY 

Merilyn Reeves noted that Heart of America was represented at the May Board meeting by 
Loretta Ahouse. There were no other revisions and the May summary was approved. 

Regarding the review of the Executive Committee Meeting Summary, Gordon Rogers (Public-at­
Large), asked that Mary Lou Blazek, who was appointed to the Planning Committee for the 
Health of the Site meeting, be identified in the minutes. 

AGENDA ITEM 4: UPDATE/STATUS REPORT ON DOE-HO INITIATIVES 

Merilyn Reeves explained that this agenda item was primarily for discussion purposes. She 
commented that DOE staff are still awaiting approval for the National Dialogue from Secretary 
Pena (a. Merilyn noted that the surplus plutonium and waste management discussion is inter­
related. In addition, the PHMC Management and Integration Plan that was issued on 
Wednesday, July 9, will be discussed. Regarding the Ten-Year Plan (now referred to as Focus 
on 2006), meetings with Al Alm, in which the Board presented views on long-term stable 
funding and accelerated cleanup, have been held. These views were again presented to Al Alm 
at the Executive Committee meeting on June 18. Merilyn said the Board will be reviewing the 
PHMC Management and Integration Plan and suggested that all three Committees review these 
issues. 

AGENDAITEMS:BUDGETSTATUS 

Alice Murphy, DOE, reviewed two packages (Attachment 3-4) for the Integrated Priority List 
and current budget status. Alice reviewed budget requests for FY97, FY98 and the submission 
for FY99 that will include the next steps in the budget cycle. Regarding the 1997 budget, the 
reprogramming request for the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to transfer funds from 
Environmental Management (EM) to Nuclear Energy was submitted and there has been no 
action on this. FY97 FFTF funding will continue as facility maintenance under EM. The 
funding for the safety analysis and the study for FFTF restart will be funded through Nuclear 
Energy. 

Regarding the $5 million reprogramming authority, DOE is submitting a package to DOE-
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Headquarters to move dollars around to meet shortfalls. For FY99, it is unclear whether 
Congress will again allow the reprogramming authority. Funding for FY97 is very tight with the 
uncosted balance projected at $3 million. There is much Congressional activity on FY98 
funding, but no one is acting on the budget for FFTF. The House passed the defense 
authorization on June 25 and this reduced the total EM privatization fund request of $1.6 billion 
by $215 million. The House also made a 25% cut to the Program Direction account, which is for 
salaries and benefits for general support services, from $388 million to $288 million. The Senate 
is recommending a $15 million reduction in Program Direction. The Senate is looking at an 
appropriation of $300 million for privatization of which $200 million would be for Hanford. 
DOE-Headquarters is looking to reduce staff by 100-150 people. 

Alice reviewed the letter that accompanied the FY99 Integrated Priority List to DOE­
Headquarters. The Integrated Priority List identifies high and low case funding scenarios. This 
list will be used by the Secretary to make budget decisions around the end of July or the first of 
August. At the $5 .0 billion level, Hanford will have to revise the entire program and essentially 
any impact below the $5.5 billion case would require further DOE interactions with stakeholders. 
The priorities for determining the Integrated Priority List are: ( 1) minimum safe activities, (2) 

"must-do's" such as payment in lieu of taxes, (3) essential waste management services and 
infrastructure activities to support the site, (4) Spent Nuclear Fuel, (5) Tank Waste Remediation 
System (TWRS), (6) Facility Transition and urgent risk reduction, (7) Environmental 
Restoration, and (8) continuation of existing priority projects while minimizing new starts. 

Alice explained that DOE-Headquarters requested that $28 million be taken out of the current 
budget for FFTF. The identified impacts at the $5 .0 billion case are drastic and expressed 
concern that the $5. 5 billion case still poses compliance concerns. Hanford needs $1.144 billion 
to be compliant in FY99, which is $150 million over the high case. This amount was requested 
in the Integrated Priority List transmittal letter. The high case funding scenario is necessary if 
there are to be any cost efficiencies or breakthrough goals. The current target for efficiency 
goals over the next ten years is $2.5 billion and is based on the high case funding scenario. 

The critical unfunded compliance activities for the FY99 high case mean that there will be no 
progress on the backlog of mixed waste and transuranic waste at Hanford. In addition, the 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board recommendation using the plutonium stabilization and 
handling system cannot be supported. Other FY99 impacts in going from the high to low 
funding scenario could result in: ( 1) the TWRS tank waste disposal program being delayed from 
one to three years, (2) the treatment and disposition of the sludge in K Basins will be delayed one 
year, and (3) the Environmental Restoration project would be delayed, curtailing almost all 
Decontamination and Deactivation activities, the 200 Area Waste Site Assessment, and the 100 
N Area remedial action activity. In addition, DOE would be unable to sign the two Tri-Party 
Agreement (TP A) change packages for Reactors on the River and the 200 Area Assessment 
Strategy. If the low case scenario continues through 2006, the bow wave that currently exists 
will continue unless all compliance agreements are significantly reviewed. 
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Alice Murphy reviewed the outcomes of the Integrated Priority List stakeholder interactions and 
comments and noted that a matrix of the comments is being developed to send to DOE­
Headquarters. Due to stakeholder involvement, the PHMC indirects were reduced in FY98 and 
beyond, demolition of vacant landlord buildings has been deferred, and the Columbia River 
Comprehensive Impact Assessment is funded out of the Environmental Restoration program. In 
the March Integrated Priority List high case, $308 million was identified for the FDH indirects 
and later targeted to $270 million. DOE has been working with FDH to get the target down to 
$278 million. For FY99, the estimated indirect target is $265 million and DOE will continue to 
target a $5 million reduction for subsequent years. 

There is a compliance shortfall in both the high and low case funding scenarios. Most of the 
shortfalls are due to the request to remove $28 million for the FFTF funding. FY98 compliance 
impacts include $14 million in Transition Projects, $4 million in Waste Management, $4 million 
in Environmental Restoration, $67 million in the TWRS project, and $7 million in other projects. 
The FY98 and FY99 vulnerabilities include the recognition that there are some items in the 
Integrated Priority List for which DOE does not have numbers . Additional opportunities exist 
for productivity and reengineering that could offset vulnerabilities. 

Alice reviewed the current schedule and activities that include the FY98 Multi-Year Workplan 
update, as well as August updates for the project baseline summaries and preparation of the 
integrated site baseline that is due from FDH on July 31. Based on any new funding decisions, 
the Integrated Priority List will be updated in August. She also distributed the 
Budget/ Accelerated Cleanup Plan/Baseline Update. (Attachment 5) Merilyn Reeves clarified 
that this information has not been reviewed by the Dollars and Sense Committee. 

Board Discussion 

Paige Knight asked about an amendment that suggested using cleanup dollars for FFTF. Alice 
said she is not aware of that amendment. Dick Belsey recommended that compliance, along 
with changes and delays, be equated to the impacts on life-cycle costs from funding shortfalls. 
Alice said that could be a good next step. 

Gerry Pollet expressed disappointment that there has been no response to the Board's budget 
advice. Additionally, the Dollars and Sense Committee has not received the package of public 
comments sent to DOE-Headquarters for review. The Committee was told it could review these 
comments to make sure they truly reflected public concerns. He received a letter at the end of 
April that stated this information would be forthcoming by July 1, 1997; however, as of July 1, 
this information has not been received. He expressed concern that the HAB's major concerns 
regarding indirects were not included in Alice Murphy 's presentation. Alice Murphy said the 
DOE goal had been to get the information to the Dollars and Sense Committee by June 30. 
However, the same staff working on the Integrated Priority List was working on the comment 
package request. Gerry Pollet asked if the HAB will get a chance to respond to the Integrated 
Priority List and asked what is left to decide at DOE-Headquarters. Alice responded that 
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comments will be taken between now and mid-August. Gerry expressed concern that there will 
not be a Board meeting in August, thereby missing the comment period, and he is not confident 
that the stakeholder comments DOE presented are accurate. 

Lloyd Piper said that the Integrated Priority List is still a draft. There are two topics: (1) the total 
amount of money and (2) how the funds are allocated. He suggested the HAB focus on 
maximizing the funds and then provide comments on the Integrated Priority List. Once funds are 
in place, they can be re-arranged. Gerry Pollet responded that he will not argue for increasing 
the cleanup budget if it is going into a "black pit." He is concerned that once the dollars have 
been argued and divided up, there is not a high level of success in changing the decisions. There 
needs to be a strong regional consensus on where the dollars should be placed. He also 
expressed concern over the level of overhead and indirect reductions of the PHMC and wanted to 
know how this reflects past HAB comments. Alice Murphy referred to past Board advice that 
requested overheads and indirects be reduced, but a specific amount was not identified. Gerry 
responded that the past advice requested the indirect budget be prepared on the same cycle as the 
direct budget cycle. Another concern is that the management plan and the contract reflect these 
targets as a cap on costs. He requested a copy of the indirect and overhead budget. Alice 
responded that she could provide that information and recommended putting it on the next 
agenda. Madeleine Brown cautioned the Board that cutting overheads means important services 
will no longer be available. 

Tim Takaro asked how public health risk, worker safety and ecological risks were factored into 
the Integrated Priority List. Alice Murphy responded that DOE had the unit of analysis sheets 
identify the risk to the public, workers and environment. They were listed as high, medium and 
low on the sheets so that the risk could be rated. Tim asked to see the sheets. 

Gordon Rogers commented that the budget problem is due to incomplete multi-year baselines 
that continue to be estimates. Additionally, he questioned Congress ' commitment to cleanup. 
Lloyd Piper responded that the baselines are dynamic and fundamentally reflect problems caused 
by lack of contingencies. Gordon emphasized that contingencies are important and need to be 
included. 

Maureen McCarthy, Washington League of Women Voters (Regional Citizen, Environmental 
and Public Interest Organizations), spoke on behalf of the Environmental Restoration Committee 
and expressed extreme concern over the Integrated Priority Listing, which ranks the 
Environmental Restoration program as number seven out of eight programs. She believes the 
reduction in funding and priority would cripple the Environmental Restoration program, which 
the Committee views as very successful. Lloyd Piper explained that using the Integrated Priority 
List will prove that the low case funding scenario will not work. He added that other drivers of 
the Integrated Priority List include risk identification and mortgage reduction opportunities. 
Maureen responded that if the Environmental Restoration program is killed, it can not be brought 
back two years later. 

Hanford Advisory Board, July 9-11 , 1997 
Revised Meeting Summary 

Page 13 



Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action League (Regional Citizen, Environmental & Public 
Interest Organizations), agreed with Maureen 's concerns and added the privatization set aside 
still is a target for budget reductions. It is important to tell the Office of Management and 
Budget and DOE-Headquarters that it will cost a lot of money whether or not privatization 
proceeds. Surveillance and maintenance will cost several million dollars and still not make the 
public safe; retrieval and treatment will also cost millions but significantly reduce the risk to the 
public. 

Pam Brown recommended something be developed quickly to reach other site specific advisory 
boards or defense networks to address the funding issues. At the $5 billion level, Hanford is 
minimum safe. There are also concerns over the treatment of the waste feed prior to 
privatization. The Board should not send the message that DOE is an unreliable partner. Pam 
referred to information provided by TWRS managers that was used to support funding . 
(Attachment 6) This information defines the difference between Hanford and Pit 9 and Senator 
Wyden and the Washington Congressional staff found the information helpful to keep funding. 

Ben Floyd, Benton County (Local Government Interests), expressed concern over discarding the 
stable funding request and finds the FY99 $836 million funding level unacceptable. He 
reaffirmed that the Board and other Northwest stakeholders support the TPA; however, within 
the Washington, DC, Beltway, the TP A is not as important. Life-cycle costs will increase if the 
work is not done now and Congress needs to see the value of investing now in cleanup. The 
Focus on 2006 Plan could not be taken seriously at this budget level. Paige Knight expressed 
concern that Congress and DOE-Headquarters are losing the will to fund cleanup and seem to be 
more interested in defense projects. She also has concerns over the multiple changes to the 
Focus on 2006 Plan, which are costing more money that Hanford, in tum, is losing. She referred 
to the Pit 9 incident at Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory and does not 
want to see a similar situation happen at Hanford. 

George Kyriazis expressed concern over the increase in management and overheads, and staff 
reductions within the PHMC. Alice Murphy responded that FDH is currently addressing the 
overhead issue and has continued to decrease the overheads in FY97 and hopes to be at $278 
million for the new fiscal year. George asked how the Board could help with getting the budget 
levels back to where they belong and what would be the time frame. Alice responded that the 
Board can express its views on priorities and may provide advice to DOE or DOE-Headquarters. 
Lloyd Piper acknowledged that progress at certain levels is unacceptable and understands that, 

as Hanford ages, there are increased risks. The Board's comments are appropriate on these issues 
and Congress needs to receive these messages. George Kyriazis recommended the Executive 
Committee discuss these issues further. Merilyn Reeves requested information be developed 
stating that the lower funding levels are unacceptable and cleanup must adhere to the TP A 
requirements. The message needs to emphasize that it is more cost effective in the long run for 
Hanford if we take care of these issues now. Harold Heacock, Tri-Cities Economic 
Development Council (Local Business Interests), recommended sending Congress a clear 
message that Hanford must receive the full maximum level of funding for cleanup and that the 
Board supports 
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privatization. Merilyn Reeves concurred that there are clear benefits to mortgage and risk 
reduction. 

Art Tackett expressed concern that the proposed FY99 budget does not meet the goals of the 
TP A. The PRF explosion is a potential forerunner to other problems and a more dangerous 
explosion could have major ramifications to the agricultural industry around Hanford. 

Greg deBruler said he thinks DOE is negligent in portraying the risks at Hanford and 
recommended DOE put together a video about these risks . In addition, there needs to be 
information on the Environmental Restoration successes. He recommended DOE hire a firm to 
produce this information in an understandable package. He added that the Columbia River 
Comprehensive Impact Assessment provides a cumulative look at the risks and DOE needs to 
look at the cumulative impacts of those risks . 

Betty Tabbutt recommended that HAB advice reflect that DOE has not requested the appropriate 
amount to meet compliance. She recommended that the Attorney General be notified that the 
TPA is being ignored. Merilyn Reeves said this has been referenced in the memo to Al Alm. 

Doug Sherwood, EPA, commented that there are a number of things needing to be addressed: 
1. Look at what is being purchased. The same work is being performed and it is questionable if 

the schedules will be extended even though there is more money. 
2. Are good business decisions being made. especially when dealing with work force cuts? If 

the cuts are so deep that good business decisions are being eliminated, will that force non­
compliance? 

3. Cuts to DOE and DOE-Headquarters will increase 3161 and reduction-in-force costs and 
other additional hidden costs. 

Doug expressed disappointment in the funding levels and is concerned that whichever case 
Hanford gets will result in less work being done. 

Dick Belsey explained that Hanford needs to look at the life-cycle costs of cleaning up the site. 
He referenced the 1993 Baseline Environmental Management Report in that the proportion of 
life-cycle funds going to waste management around the complex averages 46%; at Hanford, that 
number is 58%. It is a basis for the success of the Facilities Transition program. He expressed 
concern that other sites want to send their waste to Hanford "because nobody lives 
there." Hanford cannot be the target for receiving waste when it cannot take care of its own. 
The only thing that will make the site safer is stabilization. It is good business to clean up the 
waste. Tim Takara commented that costs will increase if the site is not cleaned up and risk to the 
public will increase as well. He added that DOE has been reluctant to bring risk into the 
equation when working with Congress. He said funds are being removed from Environmental 
Management and moved to Defense Programs and DOE needs to help fight that fight. 

John Roecker, a member of the audience, recommended having specific funding targets that 
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identify what will be given up, because arbitrary cuts are not helpful to anybody. Board issues 
need to be elevated to a national level so they will get national support. The issues need to 
become political issues to get funded. Paige Knight recommended making the cleanup funding 
part of the National Dialogue. 

The Board reviewed the draft statement for the Salt Lake City "Performance and Budget at 
Hanford Management Work Session." Issues addressed in the statement include: (1) inadequate 
funding for the cleanup, (2) risk reduction, (3) protection of the Columbia River, (4) comparisons 
of accelerated cleanup versus long term interim storage costs, (5) support for funding of two 
Phase I vitrification facilities , (6) commitment to the tank waste privatization program, (7) the 
benefits of mortgage reduction through accelerated cleanup, and (8) support for adequate funding 
of the Environmental Restoration program. Dick Belsey recommended accentuating the fact that 
a lower level of funding jeopardizes the ability to meet the legally binding TPA commitments. 
Jim Cochran, Washington State University (University), and Dick Belsey recommended the 
letters from Governors Locke and Kitzhaber accompany the talking points, because they believe 
these will speak for Northwest support. 

Merilyn Reeves explained that the purpose for referencing the $1 .144 billion level is to bolster 
the letter sent by Lloyd Piper to Al Alm. This funding level clearly states that $150 million over 
the high case is needed to meet compliance. Jeff Breckel, Ecology, confirmed that the Integrated 
Priority List requests funding for full TPA compliance and DOE says this is $1.44 billion. Gerry 
Pollet expressed concern over HAB support of the $1.144 billion level while DOE-Headquarters 
seeks to remove $28 million from cleanup to support FFTF. The funding reference was prefaced 
with "DOE estimates this funding level at $1.144 billion." Harold Heacock explained that the 
purpose of the "Performance and Budget At Hanford Management Work Session" in Salt Lake is 
to present arguments for sustaining or increasing funding for Hanford cleanup activities rather 
than to discuss management of the funds. This document will serve as a position statement 
arguing for an adequate level of funding at Hanford. Jim Cochran expressed concern that if the 
letter was not specific enough, funding levels would be open to interpretation. Louise Dressen 
summarized comments between Gerry Pollet and Ben Floyd that state that Northwest 
stakeholders have reviewed the Hanford Environmental Management budget and urge the full 
funding needed to assure TP A compliance in FY99. Many Board members expressed strong 
sentiment that a major accident at Hanford could result in severe economic impacts to the local 
agricultural industry as well as the region. 

The TWRS privatization section, which strengthens the Board ' s position on its long-term goal to 
make the tank waste retrieval and disposal program effective, was re-written and treated as a 
separate piece. Dick Belsey added that the economic health and safety of the Northwest is 
crucial, as is the success of the privatization program. 

Gerry Pollet asked Merilyn and George to emphasize at the meeting that the HAB has played a 
major role in ensuring the proposed costs savings initiatives. Merilyn concurred and added that 
the HAB can provide a history of the importance of the management of initiatives to the new 
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individuals from DOE-Headquarters that will be attending the meeting. 

The final review of the letter will be conducted by the Executive Committee. The statement will 
be distributed at the Salt Lake City "Performance and Budget at Hanford Management Work 
Session," and to the regulators, the Northwest Congressional Delegation, the Governors of 
Oregon and Washington, and the Washington Attorney General. 

AGENDA ITEM #6: TANK WASTE REMEDIATION SYSTEMS 

Ralph Patt described the vadose zone situation and said that concerns have been raised that 
cesium is moving faster than expected through the vadose zone towards groundwater. Following 
an expert panel recommendation, wells were drilled which showed that cesium had moved to 
130 feet. There currently are almost no data from 130 feet to groundwater. If technetium-99 has 
moved through groundwater, it could become a "show stopper" later for Phase II vitrification. 
There is another expert panel looking at the implications of sluicing tanks that have leaked in the 
AX tank farm and the environmental consequences of that causing more leakage. If there are not 
enough data to do a risk assessment, there is a potential for a "show stopper" when retrieving 
waste out of the tanks. There is a $4 million budget to finish the logging of the 750 dry wells, 
but the issue of continuing drilling and understanding the vadose zone below 130 feet is very far 
down on the Integrated Priority List. Jackson Kinzer, DOE, said the plan is to extend the 
borehole down to the water table this fiscal year; however, DOE is still holding to a plan of $4 
million per year between now and FY98-FY99 for vadose zone work. 

Jackson explained that with the help of Pam Brown, Jim Watts, Todd Martin and Harold 
Heacock, information went to the Congressional delegation informing them of this issue, which 
may result in another $35 million for the TWRS program. The template developed seems to 
work and TWRS may see the additional funds. He said that the HAB has more influence on 
Congress than DOE and is pleased to take advantage of that. Merilyn Reeves said that at the 
Executive Committee meeting with Al Alm, he was asked if he used any of the Board' s advice. 
Merilyn was not sure he had read any; however, he did say he would be glad to take the concerns 
of the Northwest stakeholders back to D.C. Ralph Patt said he explained to Al Alm that if 
money is not obtained for vadose zone characterization, there will be problems with vitrification. 
Ralph added that another issue is interim stabilization of the tank farms. Jackson Kinzer 
commented that DOE is currently reviewing the barrier options to maintain or mitigate any of the 
hydrologic pressure from snow and rain. DOE will not go ahead with placing gravel over tank 
farms until it comes up with a better approach. 

Todd Martin reviewed the process for developing the TWRS privatization advice and believes 
this will be a major piece of policy advice. He explained seven important points in the advice: 
(1) the funding of two Phase 1 facilities, (2) assessment of TPA impacts, (3) DOE's regulatory 
infrastructure for privatization is still unclear, (4) DOE's inappropriately low priority for 
alternate path planning and consideration, (5) consideration of comparisons of the costs of 
privatization and other alternative path contracting mechanisms, (6) the request to review the 
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submitted packages by the two selected privatization contractors in January 1998 at the closure 
of Phase 1 A, and (7) there are no clear means by which to maintain competition and control 
costs. 

Board Discussion 

Pam Brown said that several months ago she supported providing advice at this time. However, 
the timing is somewhat precarious due to the budget issues in Congress. She expressed concern 
that Congress may misinterpret the Board's support for privatization and asked the Board to be 
patient, recognize the current environment, and not do anything that will jeopardize funding . 
Harold Heacock, Gordon Rogers, George Kyriazis, Norma Jean Germond (Public-at-Large), and 
others concurred, but expressed concern over not commenting during the critical budget period. 

Betty Tabbutt said it is appropriate to remind Congress that earlier it was touting competition as 
a way to save money. Greg deBruler expressed the need for the HAB to emphasize the 
privatization alternate path forward. He added that if there is no alternative path forward, money 
and time will be lost. Ken Bracken recommended the advice reflect strong support for 
privatization funding . He recommended highlighting that it would have to be funded, to support 
all of the reasons for privatization to occur. He recommended the advice go directly to Congress. 

Todd Martin recommended not tabling the advice and emphasized that the Board needs to be 
aware that if the best case scenario comes out of Congress, there is still not enough funding to 
support the privatization program. He recommended working together to get whatever money is 
available. If the advice was to be tabled, it should be killed and a new piece developed at 
another meeting. The Board agreed and decided to include a reference to this issue in the 
statement for the "Performance and Budget At Hanford Management Work Session" in Salt 
Lake City. 

AGENDA ITEM #7 TPA CHANGE PACKAGE FORK BASINS/SPENT FUEL 

Dick Belsey presented draft advice on the TP A change package for K Basins/Spent Fuel. The 
advice supports the integrated approach to removal of spent fuel, sludge and water from the K 
Basins and stabilization of the Basins. The advice also raises a concern over the lack of 
contingency in tight schedules. 

Beth Sellers, DOE, explained there were a variety of issues surrounding the recent negotiations 
and why, after nine months, DOE is looking at schedules that may not be working. The K Basin 
negotiations process began in June 1996 and was suspended in November due to the new PHMC 
contractor taking over on October 1, 1996. In addition, the Multi-Year Work Plan for FY97 had 
a $13 million budget shortfall. Some of the technical and safety issues that arose at the time 
included the over-pressurization potential of the multi-canister overpacks and the finding of 
sludge in the K West canisters, which resulted in adding an integrated water treatment facility 
and a five-month slip in the schedule. April was the first opportunity in which the contractor had 
a tool to track against the new baseline. In May, the program identified three schedule slips that 
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were serious: (1) the cold vacuum drying facility, (2) the material handling machine, and (3) the 
fuel retrieval system. At the end of May, FDH did a risk schedule analysis, which is expected to 
be finished by the end of July. Some of the unresolved issues are safety based and are taking 
longer to resolve than originally expected. She said that this process has never been done 
anywhere else in the world. Numatec has done it one fuel element at a time in France, but not 
six tons at a time. DOE is still reviewing schedule impacts, but believed it was best to get the 
package out to the public. The Board was invited to a workshop at the end of the month. 

Board Discussion 

Dick Belsey reiterated an earlier stance that slippages due to technical issues are understandable, 
but slippages due to management problems or budgetary issues are unacceptable. 

Merilyn Reeves asked if DOE will sign the change packages. George Sanders, DOE, said the 
plan was to talk to regulators prior to public review, knowing there would be schedule jeopardy 
and other issues. The plan was to get it out for public review. If there are significant changes, 
then DOE will work with the regulators and determine if there will be another public comment 
period. Roger Stanley, Ecology, said the hiatus in negotiations was to allow assessment of the 
existing schedules and make adjustments as necessary. He expressed concern that now DOE 
seems to be assessing schedules again. A number of issues provide cause for concern and there 
is continuing work being done to resolve the PCB issue. He is concerned that the K Basins 
package could be put on hold. Beth responded that they hope to have schedule impact 
information by July 25. Merilyn Reeves expressed concern over the less than l % contingency in 
the schedule and recommended the advice request a more realistic contingency of 10%. 

Loretta Ahouse said there are commercial ways to deal with PCB' s and offered to speak with 
Dick Belsey on the technology. Beth responded that the chemical pretreatment in the baseline 
takes care of the PCBs and safety and technical issues with getting the sludge into the tank farms. 

Wayne Martin recommended the advice address unforeseen technical as well as safety issues. 
The advice was adopted and included a recommendation that the TP A provide target dates. It is 
Consensus Advice# 72. 

AGENDA ITEM #8 PHMC MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Gerry Pollet said the Dollars and Sense Committee has not had the opportunity to comment on 
the draft PHMC Management and Integration Plan and the soonest it would be able to comment 
would be next quarter. The Committee had been told by DOE that it would have the opportunity 
to comment on issues such as overheads, cost savings programs, outsourcing, layering and the 
commitment to 3,000 new jobs before the Management and Integration Plan was approved. 
Based on that commitment, the Committee developed a work plan that would address advice on 
the management plan at the appropriate time. Alice Murphy said DOE never committed to have 
the Management and Integration Plan provide the vehicle for commenting on these types of 
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issues. Due to the fact that it was getting late in the year, DOE believed it was better to have 
something for the subcontractors to review and know there are policies and procedures versus a 
void. The Plan will be shared with stakeholders and there are still items DOE is reviewing. 
Gerry presented a proposed letter that conveys disappointment in not having the opportunity to 
comment on the plan and to memorialize the agreement to comment on the plan next quarter. 

Chuck Potter, Benton-Franklin Regional Council (Local Government Interests), said he reviewed 
the Management and Integration Plan and found the document to be more of a general overview 
of functional relationships and worker roles. His interest lies in the area of PHMC performance 
and how it is tracked. Gerry Pollet added that outsourcing and the enterprise companies will be 
reviewed and expressed concern that the amount of non-Hanford work being performed by the 
enterprise companies totals only 4%. Alice Murphy explained that the Management and 
Integration Plan addresses how contractors will manage and not all of the sub-plans have been 
created yet. The plan addresses what kind of systems are on the site and how the contractors 
work with each other. There is an outsourcing plan that discusses how work will be outsourced. 
DOE has daily informal communications with FDH and the subcontractors. 

Board Discussion 

Mike Yates, FDH, offered to meet with the Dollars and Sense Committee to discuss the various 
issues raised with the plan. Dick Belsey reminded the Board that members need to work through 
DOE and the regulators and not directly with contractors. Merilyn Reeves said the Board does 
not provide advice to DOE contractors but rather to DOE. Gerry Pollet said it is important to 
hear from the contractors and he understands the need to work through DOE. 

Nolan Curtis, FDH, acknowledged the Board's concerns over contractor support and understands 
that the results are not acceptable. He added that he is accountable to assist DOE in the 
communication effort to meet the needs of the HAB. 

Ken Bracken commented that if the Management and Integration Plan is not the vehicle for 
providing comments on these issues, then the Board needs to know where it can obtain the 
information. Susan Leckband added that the letter needs to highlight the fact that the substance 
and processes failed. Chuck Potter said this experience is one that the Board does not want to 
repeat and will not ignore. The letter is not advice, but advises DOE of an incident that 
happened within the relationship. The letter was approved. 

AGENDA ITEM #9: SURPLUS PLUTONIUM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

Jim Mecca, DOE, reported on the July 1 scoping meeting for a follow-on environmental impact 
statement (EIS) on storage and disposition of fissile material. (Attachments 7-12) Based on the 
previous EIS, DOE decided to pursue two pathways for plutonium disposition. The first 
pathway is to incorporate the materials into ceramics and glass. The second pathway is to use 
the 
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materials in mixed oxide fuel. The current question is "who does this work and where does it 
go?" A draft EIS on this work scope will be released in January 1998 with a Record of Decision 
in the Fall of 1998. He urged the Board to provide advice because there are a number of issues 
involving Hanford on a national scale. The comment period for the EIS will be extended until 
September 2. 

Tim Takara presented draft advice on the scoping of the EIS from the Health, Safety and Waste 
Management Committee. Merilyn Reeves said that by using the framework of the National 
Dialogue, DOE should establish a clearly defined process that allows for adequate time for 
discussion and public comment on proposed locations for plutonium. pit and metal conversion, 
mixed oxide fuel preparation, vitrification, treatment, and storage or disposition of other 
radioactive waste. 

Board Discussion 

Maureen McCarthy expressed concern that Hanford is not specifically mentioned in the advice. 
This issue will have direct impact on the site through the Fuels and Materials Examination 
Facility and FFTF. Loretta Ahouse suggested the accumulated impacts on transportation and 
interrelated decisions also should be disclosed. Jeff Breckel said the advice would be useful to 
articulate the Board' s concerns with regards to the EIS even if there is not consensus on the use 
of Fuels and Materials Examination Facility or FFTF. Merilyn Reeves commented that the 
nation faces two kinds of decisions: (1) long-term economic benefit to communities and (2) long­
term benefits of disposal. She does not want a decision on mixed oxide fuel until she knows it is 
part of what to do with the waste. Merilyn Reeves and Tim Takara recommended that a 
reference be made to past advice relating to disposition of radioactive waste, because it is also 
applicable to surplus plutonium. References to how and where the waste would be treated and 
past advice on the same issue were included. The advice was adopted with these changes and is 
Consensus Advice #7 4 

AGENDA ITEM #10: TP A CHANGE PACKAGE FOR REACTORS ON THE RIVER 

Gordon Rogers presented draft advice on the TP A change package for Reactors on the River. He 
added that the advice addresses funding issues. The advice endorses the proposed changes, 
including interim safe storage of C and F Reactors and the competitive procurement to reassess 
interim safe storage and ultimate disposition. The advice also commends the agencies for the 
approach to preservation of B Reactor. 

Doug Sherwood said EPA and Ecology would like to sign the change package, but are concerned 
that DOE may not sign. Under the low budget case for FY99, none of the B Reactor museum or 
F Reactor work is funded. Lloyd Piper explained that as milestone changes are negotiated, they 
are based on many assumptions. He recommended identifying the current assumptions on 
anything that DOE signs, so that if they change, the milestones can be revisited. Doug 
responded that the assumptions were included, but under the low funding case, the budget 
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assumption goes to zero, which means there is no work. Lloyd said he would not sign up to a 
milestone that he cannot make and there needs to be a mechanism in case the assumptions 
change. Dick Belsey said that completing the agreement for the reactors was a milestone itself. 
However, there is a situation of non-compliance because the three parties are unable to agree. 
Doug responded that the agencies are still committed to the goal of cleaning up the reactors, but 
there are a number of issues tied to the FY99 budget. 

Merilyn Reeves emphasized that the mission at Hanford is cleanup and the mechanism for 
cleanup is the TP A. She hopes to see the whole site under TP A milestones. Ken Bracken 
reiterated that to achieve compliance to clean up the site, there needs to be a certain level of 
funding. If the advice is based upon what the current low case is, then most certainly the low 
case will occur. The regulator and DOE have the responsibility to respond and manage their 
assets for compliance. Both the regulators and DOE are under certain obligations that they must 
meet. It is the HAB ' s responsibility to force action and advise on the consensus of the 
Northwest. The advice was adopted with the addition of the Board's expectation that DOE 
meets full compliance for the TP A milestones. It is Consensus Advice #73 

AGENDA ITEM #11: 200 AREA SOILS REMEDIATION STRATEGY 

Maureen McCarthy presented information on the 200 Area Soil Remediation Strategy. The 
strategy considers combining soil waste sites in the 200 Area, with the exception of the TWRS 
vadose zone. The strategy also addresses prioritization for characterization and remediation. 
The issue with this strategy is that implementation would require a change package being put 
through for the M-13 and the M-20 milestones. She is not sure if the Board has a stand on the 
strategy. 

Doug Sherwood said that a clear requirement of CERCLA is for DOE is to have a phased 
schedule for investigating all of the sites within the National Priority List area. It is clear to EPA 
that DOE will not fund this work. He said there is a tentative agreement on the strategy that will 
lapse as of July 11 , 1997. (Attachment 13) He said EPA will go back to the existing milestones 
in the TP A and will not proceed with the new strategy until EPA is confident that its concerns 
are being met by DOE. Maureen added that it seems that DOE is negotiating in bad faith and she 
does not think the HAB should be endorsing a change in the TP A. 

Merilyn Reeves said the strategy that would have gone out is not only more efficient, but also 
more cost effective. Doug agreed and said there was significant regulatory streamlining and it 
would have saved quite a few dollars. Lloyd Piper agreed that the proposed new strategy is the 
right and better thing to do. It was not until the draft Integrated Priority List was reviewed that 
the funding for this initiative was jeopardized. It was not negotiating in bad faith, but it is just 
the situation DOE is in at this time. 

AGENDA ITEM#12: CANYON DISPOSITION INITIATIVE 
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Louise Dressen reviewed the draft technical report and advice and explained the report has been 
updated to reflect the Phase I feasibility study. Merilyn Reeves praised the report and 
highlighted the Board's products as consensus advice, sounding board for issues and technical 
reports. 

Loretta Ahouse expressed concern that the decision for the disposition for these facilities is not 
until the year 2020 and some of the alternatives under review are illegal. Loretta added that there 
is no mention of compliance. Merilyn suggested that the advice be eliminated and replaced with 
a transmittal letter for the report. 

Dick Belsey said there is not enough information to make a decision or eliminate any of the 
options under review. The report essentially lays out the questions and concerns of the HAB. In 
addition, recent information states that the canyons are not structurally equal and that "one size 
doesn' t fit all." Each canyon has to go through its own review. Dick explained that the report 
sends to DOE and the regulators the questions and the HAB ' s understanding of the issues. 

Wayne Martin asked what the Board expects out of the document. Dick Belsey explained that 
the report essentially frames the Board's questions and concerns while highlighting what the 
HAB believes DOE should know before going forward. DOE and the regulators have said that 
having the questions has been of value to them. Dick added that health and safety is foremost. 
Ralph Patt, Loretta Ahouse and other members requested removal of specific alternatives 
including the one that looks at "no action." Doug Sherwood explained that the "no action" 
alternative is the basis for comparison and is required under CERCLA and NEPA. 

A transmittal letter was developed in lieu of advice to accompany the canyon report. While the 
report outlines initial stakeholder issues and concerns, the Board will continue to review this 
initiative and future identification of concerns will continue. The transmittal letter and report 
were approved for submission to the TP A agencies. 

AGENDA ITEM #13 UPDATES 

Dennis Faulk, EPA, said the TPA agencies are preparing a proposed plan for the Environmental 
Restoration Disposal Facility expansion. It is estimated that the extra capacity will be needed 
around July-August of 1999. The public comment period will begin in early August. Dennis 
requested consideration of Board advice at the September meeting. 

Gail McClure said there will be a July 24 video conference on the Focus on 2006 Plan at 4:00 
p.m. Merilyn Reeves said the Board has not decided if it will provide advice on the 2006 Plan 
since the Board has already expressed its comments on this issue. She recommended providing 
to Al Alm copies of the Executive Committee meeting summary and references to past advice 
and minutes. Dick Belsey agreed that shaping the meeting minutes into a narrative with 
headlines would be useful to Al Alm. 
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Ralph Patt provided a status report on the Openness Initiative. There will be workshops that will 
provide a path to implement DOE-Headquarters commitment from the Hanford Summit II. The 
workshops have two purposes. The first purpose is to aid DOE on openness issues, including 
declassification of documents containing information relating to the environmental releases of 
radioactive materials. The second purpose is to provide public access to Hanford information. A 
total of four workshops will be conducted between July 1997 and July 1998. The need for 
further openness activities will be reviewed after July 1998. The funding for the workshops will 
be provided by DOE-Headquarters and CRESP. Two of the workshops will be in conjunction 
with HAB meetings . Ralph provided a handout which explained the workshops ' purpose and 
attendees. (Attachment 14) Merilyn Reeves commented that there are $2 million in the 1999 
budget for declassification and thinks the workshops could provide guidance on how to spend the 
money. Max Power added that Ecology has asked DOE for an amendment to the grant to 
include more stakeholders. Gordon Rogers suggested contacting Hanford Communities or 
TRIDEC for other participants. 

Pam Brown reported on the Site Technology Coordinating Group (STCG). There was a request 
for projects from around the complex for the technology deployment m1tlat1ve. Hanford 
submitted 14 proposals and one was funded for about $200,000 to $300,000. The funding for 
this initiative was reduced from the original figure and most of the money went to the national 
labs. Clyde Frank has been transferred to Nuclear Energy and there is a new acting director for 
Technology at DOE-Headquarters. At the last STCG Management Council meeting, a 
commercialization effort known as RCI was presented. This has identified three technologies to 
pursue, including one to treat PCBs. Although this technology received only a moderate 
response at K Basins, Pam believes it is still worth reviewing. She recommended looking at the 
STCG to identify technology needs and pursue those technologies. She expressed interest in 
better communications between DOE and the Department of Defense and technology needs and 
development. Shannon Saget, DOE, asked if people in the Tri-Cities community would be 
interested in participating in a focus group with EM-50 to discuss technology needs at the site. 
Pam asked the Board members to let her know if they were interested in participating. Tim 
Takaro commented that the STCG is important if environmental technology advancements are to 
happen at Hanford. Wayne Martin clarified that funding for the technology proposals was 
intended for "mature" technologies. It was his understanding that several of the technology 
proposals received were considered "immature." 

Jim Cochran reported that there was a Community Leaders Network workshop in May for the 
Tank Focus Area. He noted that tank closure issues keep coming before the public and 
recommended that the HAB stay informed on these. There will be another Community Leaders 
Network meeting in August. 

George Sanders stated that DOE requested a TPA change package for the FFTF. Due to the 
FFTF change in status, some of the milestones will be suspended. When the decision is made on 
FFTF, the agencies will know whether to proceed with cleanup or defense production. Gerry 
Pollet responded that all of the previous communication on this issue identified the need for 
NEPA and SEP A compliance if there was any change to the TP A. Gerry said that if there is a 
change package without an EIS, his organization' s board has authorized court action. He 
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referenced past presentations and Board advice that stated cleanup funds will not be used for 
non-cleanup work and now they are. 

Changing the TPA, he noted, was a major state and federal action and the use of cleanup funds to 
maintain the reactor was a major commitment of resources with significant impact on the 
cleanup program, and, therefore, on the environment. He expressed shock that a major change to 
the TP A on a major item of public controversy had been decided in private negotiation without 
public input or environmental impact analysis. There was also to be public participation 
following the preparation of an EIS . Lloyd Piper responded that there will be an EIS and the 
funds associated with FFTF will be Nuclear Energy funds . Gerry disputed that, and Lloyd agreed 
that cleanup funds are used for maintaining the reactor on hot standby for the Defense mission 
and DOE's budget foresees reducing the Hanford EM budget baseline by this amount for future 
years. 

Max Power and Doug Sherwood reported on the annual CRESP meeting. They noted: (1) 
CRESP provides a tremendous resource, is doing very good work. and can provide sites like 
Savannah River with information that Hanford has already addressed, (2) CRESP senior 
management is working with an impressive array of academic talent to integrate the research into 
real issues, and (3) CRESP research work will begin to make practical application. There is a 
CRESP initiative to review how risk is used by everyone participating in some of the decisions 
such as the Focus on 2006 Plan. There is a need to look at how to use risk information across the 
complex. Doug said he hopes that CRESP will help to influence the national decision making 
process. Merilyn asked if there would be a process for stakeholder review of CRESP's 
recommendations on the Focus on 2006 Plan. Doug believes CRESP will be asking for HAB 
review and input on how the plan can be improved. Merilyn recommended the HAB committees 
review the CRESP recommendations. 

Tim Takara added that researchers are doing work that is applicable to Hanford and the poster 
session was not just for academics, but to initiate dialogue. CRESP supports the employee job 
task analysis that identifies workers on the site and the hazards to which they might be exposed. 
Dick Belsey recommended that CRESP not overlook the obvious with respect to risk assessment 
and management. A scientist or statistician is not needed to know there are toxic and radioactive 
materials on the site. Max responded that the two principle investigators were both key members 
of the National Academy of Sciences that recently issued a report on how risk should be handled 
in environmental areas. The report deals with taking a more holistic approach to risk. 

Ralph Patt said that in the past CRESP has offered to help the HAB. He recommended obtaining 
a list of CRESP activities that are relative to Hanford. Gerry Pollet said that CRESP has stated 
that ( 1) it is designed to be the independent integrating institution on risk and support the 
research of DO E's EM division on generic and site specific issues, (2) through time spent on site, 
the staff ensures that its work meets the concerns of surrounding affected communities, and (3) 
upon DOE-Headquarters request, it peer reviews EM's work from stakeholder and tribal 
perspectives. He questioned CRESP's understanding of stakeholder perspectives as well as the 
time spent working with stakeholders. CRESP needs to be coming to stakeholders and tribes and 
offering technical assistance in relation to understanding or reviewing risk documents so they 
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can effectively participate. He expressed concern that CRESP is reviewing cross-site transfers as 
well as the fact that they have not come to the stakeholders for their input. He suggested drafting 
a letter to CRESP that asks about the previous offer of technical assistance to help stakeholders 
and tribes participate effectively. Merilyn Reeves suggested this issue come up before 
committee. 

Doug Sherwood believes that CRESP can add another voice on some of these issues. He 
brought up at the annual meeting that national processes that make decisions on waste across the 
country continue, but ultimately become an EIS . If the national process is not done correctly, the 
decisions become harder to make. Tim Takaro said CRESP is dealing with the dynamic of not 
wanting to be intrusive, yet needing more stakeholder input. There are technical advantages that 
CRESP can offer. There is a web page that provides fact sheets on each task group as well as 
materials highlighting benefits. Dick Belsey recommended CRESP help finance the National 
Dialogue. Tim responded that would be helpful and suggested developing a mechanism to send 
a letter to CRESP prior to the next meeting. 

Tim Takaro provided an update on the Health of the Site meeting. There were 100 abstracts 
submitted for the December 4-5 meeting. John Till, Chairman of the Dose Reconstruction 
Project, will be the keynote speaker. The meeting will present ecological, public health and 
worker health tracks and deal with demonstrations of computer models. 

Betty Tabbutt reported a steering committee meeting for the National Dialogue pilot workshops 
was held Thursday evening. There will be October pilot workshops in Spokane, Portland, Tri­
Cities and Seattle. Oregon will conduct focus groups in mid-September and hopes to produce a 
useful video. She asked the HAB to get the word out to the respective constituencies and a 
preliminary flier will be out soon. Betty reported that the HAB Public Involvement Committee 
met on Wednesday and information was presented on historical and future public involvement 
decisions. The Committee will meet quarterly with TP A public meetings and will help to 
critique public involvement efforts. 

Gail McClure, DOE, provided an update on the new travel rules . (A ttachment 15) The per diem 
rate has changed so travelers now receive ¾ of the day for the first and last day of travel no 
matter what the departure and return times. Also, receipts are no longer required for expenses 
under $75 dollars and prior authorization is required if actual expenses will exceed the allowable 
amount. If less than 12 hours are spent in travel status, there will be no per diem paid. Oak 
Ridge will be the central travel disbursement office and will be sending the payment notices to 
the Board. If Board members have an e-mail address, please get it to Enviroissues; if not, 
payment notices will be sent by regular mail. Alice Murphy added that although receipts are not 
required for expenses under $75, lodging receipts are still required. The Oak Ridge office is part 
of a departmental initiative to consolidate travel centers and save money. Board members may 
contact Lora Homme at (509) 376-7502 if they have questions regarding travel. 

The meeting adjourned at 1 :00 p.m. on Friday, July 11 , 1997. 
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Attachments 

1. Attendance 
2. Draft Report on the Emergency Response to the Event on May 14, 1997, at the Plutonium 

Reclamation Facility, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 
3. Richland Operations Budget Update 
4. FY 1998 Budget Request Authorization Committee Action as of July 7, 1997 
5. Schedule for Budget/ Accelerated Cleanup Plan/Baseline Update 
6. Talking Points on TWRS Privatization 
7. Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement Scoping Meeting 
8. Approximate Schedule For Storage & Disposition EIS Preparation 
9. Results of July 1, 1997 Public Scoping Meeting for Surplus Plutonium Disposition 

Environmental Impact Statement 
10. Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement Public Comment 

Opportunities Fact Sheet 
11. FMEF Role in Plutonium Disposition 
12. Department of Energy Seeks Public Comments on Plans to Site Plutonium Disposition 

Facilities Press Release 
13. Letter from EPA and Ecology to Linda K. Bauer DOE-Headquarters regarding the 200 Area 

Remediation Strategy 
14. Openness Workshops Paper 
15. DOE letter regarding travel policy changes. 
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