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Executive Summary

Funding Issues and Workout Meeting

Budget updates for FY98 and FY99 were presented and initiatives from a DOE managers
“workout” meeting in Salt Lake City in July were summarized. The focus was on
achieving compliance and cleanup in a reduced funding environment. Concerns were
raised that work deferrals were being touted as efficiencies. The NAB also discussed a
new approach to delivering a message on the importance of Tri-Party Agreement (TPA)
compliance.

ERDF Expansion

The Environmental Restoration and Disposal Facility will reach its capacity in August
1999. A proposal has been made to develop two additional disposal ceils at the facility.
Also discussed were more efficient ways to treat the waste at ERDF versus at the operable
unit. Board members expressed concern that ERDF may be seen by other sites as a viable
disposal solution for their waste. The Board adopted advice to reinforce the commitment
that ERDF waste is for Hanford waste only and recommend that DOE consider the full
costs of waste disposal when comparing alternative waste disposal technologies. It is
Consensus Advice #75.

Public Comment

Norb Drouhard, downwind farmer, asked the Board to remember that there are Hanford
Downwinders who need to be represented on the Board. He expressed concermn over
nuclear production and stressed the need for nuclear disarmament.

Bernice Mitchell expressed concern over non-responsiveness to her phone calls to DOE
management. She also expressed concern over privatization and oversight issues.

Focus on 2006, Accelerated Cleanup Plan

Representatives from DOE-Headquarters joined the Board meeting via telephone and the
plan to obtain public comment on the Focus on 2006 Plan was outlined. Concern was
expressed by regulators and Board members that the funding levels in the Focus on 2006
Plan prevent the site from full compliance with the TPA. Additional concerns were
expressed over the vagueness in the Plan regarding inter-site waste transfers. The
Contractors Integration Report for the DOE complex was discussed. Board members
approved a formal letter requesting the opportunity to comment on the Contractors
Integration Report, as it recommends transfer of waste from other sites to Hanford. The
letter also transmitted a summary of previous advice on the Focus on 2006 Plan.
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Tank Waste Remediation System

Budget impacts on the TWRS program as a result of funding shortfails have identified
potential work deferrals and a strong need for improved efficiencies. The current
compliance scope for FY98 is projected at $376 million while current funding is $308
million. To address the shortfall, DOE is proposing to refocus the TWRS program on
preparations for retrieval and immobilization of tank waste. Board members expressed
concern once again that work scope deferrals were being portrayed as efficiencies.

TWRS Vadose Zone Characterization

The status of vadose zone activities was discussed. DOE is extending a borehole in the SX
Farm to determine the depth of contamination in the vadose zone. Many concerns were
expressed by Board members, including drilling another borehole when adequate
characterization and modeling are not taking place, and inadequate funding for this high
priority 1ssue. An Ecology employee and a DOE subcontractor employee presented their
concerns on the vadose zone characterization program.

PHMC Performance Evaluation

The Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC) is undergoing its first performance
review cycle. Contractor fees were explained in detail as were PHMC philosophies.
Members of the Dollars and Sense Committee outlined issues with the contract that were
discussed with Al Alm, inciuding contractor layering and associated indirect and overhead
costs, environmental. safety and health, cost savings initiatives, outsourcing, and enterprise
companies. The Board approved a letter transmitting these concerns. The Committee will
prepare draft advice for the November Board meeting.

Public Comment

Bill Clarkson expressed concerns about the employment stability of enterprise company
employees and TRIDEC’s ability to recruit businesses that can use the skills of the area.
He noted that temporary staffing is being provided by outside companies.

Bernice Mitchell commented that Hanford has lost its focus on cleanup, She does not
believe that the HAB Public-At-Large members represent the public and asked why
TRIDEC has a seat on the Board. She called for a review of the 3161 money and asked
to be placed on the Board to represent the black constituency.

Updates

The TPA M-44 (tank characterization) and M-45 (Tank 106-C sluicing) change requests
are currently in the dispute resolution process. At issue is whether the proposed changes
are safety driven or financially driven. DOE is confident that the disputes will be resoived.
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Upcoming Meetings

The first Openness workshop will be held October 8 in Richland. The regional pilot
workshops will be held October 20-23 in Portland, Richland. Spokane, and Seattle.
Oregon Focus Groups will take place September 17 and 18 in Pendleton and Portland.
These are by invitation but are open to the public. The Heaith of the Site meeting is on
schedule for December 3-4. The Hazardous Materials Management and Emergency
Response (HAMMER) Project will be conducting a Dedication and Training Technology
& Education Exposition on September 24-26.

Revised M-34 Change Package — Spent Fuel Program

The spent fuel program is now projecting a delay in the start of fuel retrieval to July 1999.
The 14-month delay is to resolve safety, quality assurance and design issues affecting
process equipment testing and to provide more time for personnel training.

Corrective Actions Related to Accident at Plutonium Reclamation Facility

A PHMC/DOE review team presented information on the latest findings from the
investigation into the explosion at the Plutonium Reclamation Facility. Corrective actions.
including those focusing on emergency notification to local governments began
immediately. An employee advocate position has been created to focus solely on workers
exposed during accidents to ensure proper emergency and medical procedures are
followed. Secretary Pefa has implemented complex-wide improvements, not only in
emergency preparedness, but also in the overall monitoring of chemicals at DOE sites.
Several Board members expressed the need for an independent investigation.
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD
Final Meeting Summary
September 4-5, 1997
Richiand, Washington

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

Thursday, September 4, 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. Three specific public comment periods
were provided, 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 Aifachment [, as are members of the public and others attending.
Board seats not represented were: Richard Berglund, Central Washington Building Trades
Council (Hanford Work Force), Charles Kilbury, City of Pasco (Local Government Interests),
Betty Tabbutt, Washington League of Women Voters (Regional Citizens, Environmental. and
Public Interest Organizations), and Paige Knight, Oregon Hanford Watch (Regional Citizens.
Environmental, and Public Interest Organizations.

Announcements Made Throughout the Meeting
[Ttems are listed in chronological order, rather than in the order made. Announcements with no

dates are listed last. |

¢ The Yakama Indian Nation will again participate in the Hanford Advisory Board (HAB).
Russell Jim will serve as the primary member with Thomas Woods and Barbara Harper as
alternates. Merilyn said the Yakamas were ex-officio members previously and now will be
coming back as full members.

e Alice Murphy, Department of Energy (DOE), formally recognized Gail McClure, DOE, and
Barbara Wise, PNNL, for their outstanding support to the HAB and HAB committees.

¢ Dick Belsey, Physicians for Social Responsibility (Local and Regional Public Health),
announced that he has been appointed to the National Research Council to work on
radioactive waste management issues. The Council will be looking at sub-surface
radioactive contaminants and other contaminants such as mercury and lead.

» Max Power, Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology), said that until the DOE HAB
internet homepage page is available, interested parties can check the Ecology homepage for
HAB information. Louise Dressen, Envirolssues, said that the HAB homepage will be
available by the next Board meeting.
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o (George Kyriazis, City of Kennewick (Local Government), thanked KONA radio for
publicizing the meeting. Merilyn thanked DOE for running the agenda in the Tri-City
Herald.

e The Dollars and Sense Committee will meet on September 16, 1997, to coincide with an
invitation to the Idaho Citizens Advisory Board meeting to discuss intersite issues.

e The Environmental Restoration Committee has tentatively scheduled a Hanford site tour on
September 24. Other members of the HAB are welcome to participate.

e All HAB travel vouchers for FY97 are due to DOE by the end of the month.

AGENDA ITEM #1: WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS

Merilyn Reeves and Louise Dressen explained that they are trying to move to one and a half-day
HAB meetings. The October meeting has been cancelled.

Changes to the agenda included an invitation to Casey Ruud, Ecology, and John Brodeur,
MACTEC, to discuss their concerns with vadose zone characterization. Concern was expressed
by many Board members regarding the special invitation to individuals being extended at the
beginning of a Board meeting. Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest (Regional Citizens,
Environmental, and Public Interest Organizations), said the subject of Tank Waste Remediation
System (TWRS) refocusing is dependent upon the vadose zone discussion. He said it is very
important to hear from key people like John Brodeur; discussions on TWRS without knowing
what is going on with vadose zone characterization will be biased and one-sided. Ben Floyd,
Benton County (Local Government Interests), and Gordon Rogers (Public-at-Large)
recommended the vadose zone issue be worked in committee prior to being brought to the Board.
Chuck Potter, Benton-Franklin Regional Council (Local Government Interests), said a
committee should be identified to take the lead on reviewing vadose zone issues, instead of
having three separate committee efforts. Wayne Martin, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
(Hanford Work Force) emphasized that the presentation by Casey Ruud and John Brodeur would
be from their perspectives and would not represent their employers. Other changes to the agenda
included moving the discussion of corrective actions for the explosion at the Plutonium
Reclamation Facility (PRF) to 10:30 a.m. on Friday.

Jim Vache’ was introduced as the new alternate for Gerry Hess (Public-at-Large). George
Jansen, Jr., is the new alternate for Gordon Rogers.

AGENDA ITEM #2: APPROVE JULY MEETING SUMMARY

Changes to the July summary include changing the term Defense Nuclear Facilities Board
(DNFSB) “case™ to “recommendation” (page 11, last paragraph) and removing references to the
health and employment status of workers involved in the PRF in response to privacy issues. The
update item on the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) needs to be modified to clarify that DOE has
requested a TPA change package on the FFTF. Gerry Pollet stated that the minutes should
reflect that Heart of America Northwest will sue DOE should the FFTF change in status be made
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without proper legal requirements being fulfilled. Gerry will work with the faciiitation team to
make the appropriate corrections.

Louise Dressen reviewed the groundrules from the HAB Charter: 1) listen carefully and do not
interrupt, 2) respect the Chair, 3) avoid personal attacks, and 4) avoid characterizing the views or
opinions of another Board member outside of any Board meeting or activity.

AGENDA ITEM #3: FUNDING ISSUES AND WORKOUT MEETING

John Wagoner, DOE, presented information to the Board on a recent meeting on the FY98 and
FY99 federal funding gap. He explained that available funding is less than the required work
because of Congress’ efforts to balance the budget. With these challenges facing DOE, a
previous meeting was held in St. Louis to develop an approach to cleanup with reduced funding.
The follow-on to this meeting was a July meeting in Salt Lake City between DOE-Headquarters.
DOE-Richland, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). the States of Washington and
Oregon (including the Washington Department of Health), Fluor Daniel Hanford (FDH) and its
major subcontractors. Bechtel Hantord, Battelle, Tribal Nations, HAB representatives and the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB). The purpose of the meeting was to strategize
approaches to closing the gap between regulatory commitments and the President’s FY98 budget
request. (Aftachment 2) The gap between the budget and the compliance case in FY98 is $98
million. For FY99, the gap at the high case ($6.0 billion) is $150 million and $220 million at the
low case ($5.58 billion). The Dollars and Sense Committee has been working with DOE on the
FY99 budget that will go to Congress next February and the FY98 budget that Congress is
currently debating. House and Senate actions indicate support for the President’s request with
the exception of the issue of privatization, which is still being worked out in conference
committee.

Three choices to bridge the funding gap exist: 1} more money, 2) more efficiencies, or 3) tough
choices. Given the fact that there is agreement to balance the budget by 2002, the likelihood of
obtaining more money is slim. DOE decided to focus on efficiencies while meeting TPA
obligations. The total targeted efficiencies include $75 million in FY98 and $160 in FY99. The
Salt Lake City meeting targeted efficiencies, renewed relationships and renewed focus on project
management. Action plans have been developed since the meeting, including the establishment
of review teams to better quantify the estimated savings from efficiencies. The actions have
been divided into early savings, process improvement, and long-term improvement. A meeting
the week of September 22 with all Salt Lake City participants will focus on accomplishments to
date. A detailed list of proposed efficiencies was reviewed with the Board. (dfrachment 3)

Doug Sherwood, EPA, said most of the meeting addressed cost efficiencies. This was due to the
fact that agencies will not give up on the TPA and DOE will not seek any more money. It is
clear that if the savings are not found in FY98, it will be more difficuit in FY99 and beyond.
Another factor is that the programming request to Congress has been made. The commitment to
find savings this year must be taken very seriously. The one area of grave concern for EPA is
stabilization of the budget process as it is one of the reasons there are so many issues. EPA is
also interested in long-term process improvements and end-state progress. Through a lot of hard
work, the Environmental Restoration program budget has essentially reached a compliant case.
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Mike Wilson, Ecology, said the agencies are dealing with very hard issues. To expect to get
more money is naive; Hanford has to be able to show results in order to get more money. He
was disappointed with the Salt Lake City meeting because it did not result in commitments;
however, it is too early to say that the efficiencies are coming at the expense of scope. There is
concern over the speed of the process as this effort is not a scope reduction or “paradigm shift”
rather, it addresses efficiencies. Ecology’s position is that money is no excuse for missing
milestones; yet, all milestones are not created equal.

Board Piscussion

Dick Belsey reported on a meeting the previous evening with a number of Board members in
response to the Salt Lake City meeting. This session provided new direction, as he believed the
HAB has lost some of its direction. A large volume of information is being produced by the
HAB, but the real messages are not getting out. The current messages are clean up Hanford,
comply with the TPA and provide adequate funding to keep cleanup on schedule. Other areas
needing attention are a more effective means to deliver HAB messages, the progress that has
been completed in previous years, and what the regulators and DOE need from the HAB. The
HAB may have lost sight of the TPA and needs to take a step back and review its position. He
reiterated that the TPA is the blueprint for cleaning up the site. The Health, Safety and Waste
Management Committee will discuss this further at its September 11 meeting.

Merilyn Reeves said that she and George Kyriazis attended the Salt Lake City meeting and
presented the Board statement. The messages taken to the meeting were very strong and she
concurred that the TPA is the blueprint for cleanup. She is pleased that the Board and the tribes
were involved in the meeting.

Board Discussion

Pam Brown, City of Richland, (Local Government Interests), asked John Wagoner if Hanford is
losing funds to Rocky Flats. Alice Murphy responded that for FY99, $15 million was allocated
to Rocky Flats and will not be coming back to Hanford. She also asked about the rumor that
DOE employees have received layoff warning notices and when they would take effect. John
responded that no DOE employees have received layoff notices. e said she may be referring to
a request from the Secretary to plan for reductions, which will not be confirmed until mid-
September. He said his best guess is that 21 positions may be eliminated at DOE-Richland. If a
compromise is reached on the budget, there would not be a layoff. Hanford has reduced the
workforce faster than the Secretary’s goal and is now 20 below this fiscal year’s target. Pam
asked if the potential for cost savings could come from infrastructure efficiencies, such as in
sewer and water, and John said he thinks there is potential for further savings.

Bob Larson, Benton-Franklin Regional Council (Local Government Interests), commented that
Hank Hatch, FDH, previously said that cost savings could not be projected until the baseline was
n place. He suggested the cost savings of $205 million for FY98 and the $270 million for FY99
should be incentivized. John Wagoner said the new contract is tied to specific work and
accomplishments. If FDH does not accomplish that work, it will not earn fee. A more general
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cost savings clause 1s being discussed and stretch goals are being incentivized. He added that
fixed price contracts are the ultimate incentive type contract.

Gerry Pollet expressed concern that work deferrals are being categorized as cost efficiencies. He
referred to the earlier projection of a $1 billion cost savings and asked regulators why this was
not addressed head-on in terms of accountability. Mike Wilson said one of Ecology’s concerns
1s not being directly involved in the development of the performance agreements and the goal is
to get the TPA commitments in the performance agreements. Doug Sherwood concurred that
tying performance agreements to the TPA is one of the important issues faced by regulators. He
stressed the need for the performance-based incentives to reflect the TPA. Gerry said the major
issue from Salt Lake City is identifying cost savings that will close the funding gap. The bottom
line is dissatisfaction with where Hanford stands on accountability. Doug explained that in order
to identify savings and initiatives to which people will commit, a Multi-Year Work Plan
{(MYWP) has to be developed in order to have performance based initiatives that reflect the work
being planned. This MYWP is expected to be developed by September 22. Mike Wilson added
that Dan Silver, Ecology, was very clear in Salt Lake that the main focus is getting the work
done.

Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action League (Regional Citizen. Environmental & Public
Interest Organizations), commented that adding privatization to the funding figures doubles the
total site funding gap. According to the Focus on 2006 Plan, Hanford is going to save one third
of the budget each year. This is a real sign DOE-Headquarters is driving the site. He asked John
Wagoner about the numbers in the Focus on 2006 Plan and the next steps. John responded
Hanford’s cost estimates for the work that is possible to get done exceed available funding.
There are a number of areas for potential cost savings, such as lessons learned on C-Reactor and
keeping the crews moving from one reactor to another. DOE will have to see what the President
submits in February. Todd’s concern is that the cost savings outlined in the Plan appear to be
work scope deferrals. Doug Sherwood said completing the reactors in ten years is probably not
achievable because of a year and a half hiatus. He was also concerned with scope growth and
“limping” along doing the minimum required for compliance.

Mike Wilson said he is concerned about schedule and cost increases in spent fuel and TWRS
privatization and the lack of stable funding at any level. Without stable funding, every dollar
saved is a dollar lost, because this year’s efficiencies become next year’s baseline. Todd said a
vigilant, loud voice will bring funding to levels that are more appropriate. Ben Floyd asked how
DOE and the regulators are going to close the funding gap and reminded the Board that it must
also consider a strategy for 2000 and beyond. John Wagoner responded that there are teams to
address the funding shortfalls. DOE cannot close the funding gap on compliance issues and the
regulators will decide if there is agreement or enforcement action. Mike Wilson said Ecology
still believes that lack of funds is not a reason to miss milestones. Ecology could start issuing
$900,000 fines, but that would take money away from cleanup. Ecology will review its options.
Doug Sherwood added that EPA is developing its approach and needs to decide which of those
actions to pursue, since it will be one federal agency fining another federal agency.

Wayne Martin asked about Wagoner’s strategy for approaching the funding gap and asked for
advice on approaching Secretary Pefia and Congress for support. John said his personal opinion
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is that it is unrealistic to expect increases in the overall funding level and it is more realistic that
Congress will decrease funding more than the President. He emphasized the need to show
progress. He explained that when Secretary Pefta visited Hanford, he came away with a better
understanding of the complexities of the site. His support for a higher funding level is uncertain.

Merilyn Reeves expressed concern that other sites may be cleaned up at the expense of Hanford.
If Northwest stakeholders do not push the importance of cleaning up the site, money will be
drained from Hanford.

Tom Engel, University of Washington (University), expressed concern over issues such as
budget, regulations, losing money that was saved in previous years, “stove-piping” of funds, and
the overall DOE decision making process. He personally believes that aligning TWRS will save
a considerable amount of money. Technology development has only produced about $200
million in savings versus the billions poured into it. John Wagoner responded that savings
achieved in one year are not always cut the next year. Hopefully, the Administration and
Congress have worked out the “stovepipe” issue. The benefits of technology development will
come from long-term use and the life-cycle of the technology. One of the biggest savings will be
with privatized contracts due to the blending of technology with efficiencies. There will be more
visiblebenefits of technology development when Hanford begins treating waste. Mike Wilson
acknowledged Tom’s concern and commented that the lack of project integration is also causing
problems. Project management is a long-term issue and benefits are not as visible, so it tends to
be put off.

Dick Belsey expressed concern that Washington, D.C., does not truly understand the
complexities of “cleanup.” It is important for Congress to understand that there are funding
problems which create a “bow wave” that translates into reduced work scope. These reductions
are not without cost. He stressed the importance of expressing the cost of delay in human terms

and stating that Hanford is a very dangerous site. The cost of not getting the work done must be
communicated.

Greg deBruler, Columbia River United (Regional Citizen, Environmental & Public Interest
Organizations), said Congress has excessive funding this year. Hanford started out as a
showcase for environmental restoration and believes the mission has been lost. The commitment
to cleanup is no longer there and cleanup has not been adequately sold. He recommended taking
a hard look at risks and publicizing risk and successes at Hanford and their impacts on the rest of
the nation. Pam Brown added it is essential that the message about Hanford is packaged
properly and asked the Board to stop discrediting DOE-RL because this impacts Hanford
funding. She is pursing actions to sustain the $6 billion funding level and is attempting to
involve the Attorney Generals of affected states. She added that the funding problem is not with
DOE-RL, but with the Administration and Congress. She requested that Ecology support a
meeting between HAB members and Washington Attorney General Christine Gregoire.

Madeleine Brown, Fluor Daniel Hanford (Hanford Workforce), asked how workers can really do
more with less. She is concerned that the active pursuit of savings could result in safety cover-
ups and accidents, resulting in more expenditures. Merilyn Reeves asked the committees 1o
look at strategies for sustained commitment for the entire program.
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AGENDA ITEM #4: ERDF EXPANSION

Gerry Hess presented draft advice on the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF)
expansion. He explained the history of the 1995 Phase I construction of the facility and the
proposed expansion. Phase I will reach capacity in August 1999, causing remediation to cease
due to the lack of disposal capacity unless the proposed expansion occurs. One of the changes
being reviewed is waste treatment at ERDF versus the remediation site. There is also emphasis
on disposal of Hanford-only waste. He explained that the draft advice supports the proposed
expansion plan and recommends to DOE it recognize and charge the full cost of disposal (~$80
per square yard) versus the partial cost (~$30 per square yard). Understanding full costs will
provide more accurate information when reviewing other potential technologies.

Dick Belsey asked 1f centralized waste treatment at ERDF is to avoid moving a large mass of
clean soil. Doug Sherwood responded there are very small amounts of waste requiring treatment
at the operable units. ERDF expansion is the right decision and an efficiency gain.

Tom Engel expressed concern that ERDF is a landfill and not modern technology. The landfill
costs are artificially low and no other technology can compete unless the true cost of the landfill
is identified. The cost per cubic foot is essential to full cost accounting. Wayne Martin
concurred and added that if savings are to be realized in the long-term, the entire cost must be
included.

Ben Floyd commented that the advice does not say add anything to previous HAB advice on
ERDF. Tim Takaro, University of Washington (University), responded that in the context of the
Focus on 2006 Plan. there is concern over inter-site transfers. Gerry Pollet agreed and stressed
the agreement that ERDF is for Hanford waste only. Pam Brown added that the regulators need
to remind other sites about Hanford’s limitation on accepting waste from other sites. Tom
Woods, Yakama Indian Nation (Tribal Governments), commented that the Yakamas will not
suggest changes to the advice. but they will consider a separate response to DOE. The Yakamas’
concern is isolation and containment analysis.

The advice was revised to clarify that full disposal costs should be considered in evaluating

aiternative technologies. The advice was adopted with these changes; it is Consensus Advice
#75.

Public Comment

Norb Drouhard, downwind farmer, said he represents those affected by radiation releases. He

travels the country letting people know of the dangers associated with nuclear production. He
stressed the need to stop nuclear production.

Bernice Mitchell commented that she has not been able to speak to John Wagoner or members of
his staff. She feels that privatization has already failed because the DOE does not wani to
relinquish controi and she is concerned with oversight. She has submitted proposals to DOE and
she was told by DOE that there is no cesium problem.

Hanford Advisory Board Page 7
Revised Meeting Summary - September 4-5, 1997



AGENDA ITEM #5: FOCUS ON 2006, ACCELERATED CLEANUP PLAN

Patrice Bubar and Doug Tonkay, DOE-Headquarters, presented information on the Focus on
2006 Plan via telephone from Washington, D.C. (dttachment 4-5). Patrice explained that the
public comment period for the discussion draft will close on September 9 with the draft plan
released sometime in FY98. Merilyn Reeves explained the HAB has previously provided
substantial advice on the Plan and has spoken with Al Alm. Patrice said she would take the
action to look into incorporating comments that were submitted prior to the comment period.

The Record of Decision (ROD) on the Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (WMPEIS) is expected this Fall. DOE-Headquarters wants more time to talk with the
States and stakeholders on the more controversial decisions. This ROD identifies where DOE
will treat and store transuranic waste. A separate ROD will identify where transuranic waste will
be disposed. The Hazardous Waste ROD 1is also expected this Fall. The mixed low-level waste
and low-level waste treatment/disposal ROD will require further evaluation and discussion; DOE
hopes to reduce the six operating radtoactive disposal facilities to two or three. A ROD will be
issued for waste treatment and disposal sites at the same time. DOE is continuing discussions
with site advisory boards and the National Dialogue as well as the Governors Association.

Doug Tonkay is working on the Contractors Integration Report, which will evolve into a
federally managed integrated approach for the Focus on 2006 Plan. Some of the
recommendations include fixing inter-site data gaps and disconnects, baseline agreement and
display with waste and materials disposition maps, and incorporating integration opportunities
into the Focus on 2006 Plan while continuing to evaluate other opportunities. DOE-
Headquarters wants to work with the field to identify gaps and resolve issues where possible.
The Contractor Integration Report will help DOE identify which waste will go to which sites.
There are preliminary maps of the inflow and outflow of the material currently in the Contractor
Integration Report. Merilyn asked what waste streams are being considered for delivery to
Hanford. Doug responded that there is some potential for commercial or defense low-level

waste. Merilyn said that more definitive information is needed in order to produce meaningtul
comments.

Jeff Breckel, Ecology, said it is important to address the Focus on 2006 Plan as well as the
Contractors Integration Report. One of the attractive elements of the Focus on 2006 Plan was
the focus on near-term progress. Other goals are to ensure regulatory compliance. accelerate
cleanup, get away from annual budgets that drive work plans and, more importantly, look at
long-term stable funding. He questions whether those goals are achievable as they have to be on
time and on schedule and is also concerned over the 13 privatization programs. The efficiency
goals would not be sufficient to meet the funding gaps and would be compounded in future
years. He also questioned whether DOE could meet its compliance goal.

Doug Sherwood said the disposition maps in the Integrated Contractor Report reflect the current
plan for 2006. He asked the Board to carefully review these maps. The baseline in many cases
1s a general identification of commercial facilities, because DOE-Headquarters seems unwilling
to say where the waste will go. He questioned the validity of the baseline and said he does not
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know of any commercial facility that is available to receive this waste. The Environmential
Restoration program is the only project that does not show a savings because most of the waste
options show waste going to ERDF. His opinion is this plan says that waste will be put into
trenches. He is concerned about taking funding from Hanford to service waste from other sites.

Board Discussion

Pam Brown asked if the comment period will still be open once the level of definition is reached.
Patrice Bubar responded that DOE is trying to get better data on site activities and alternatives
that will affect the input/output flow. Based on the contractors recommendations, DOE hopes to
create a clearer picture of the sites so a decision can be locked down through the ROD.

Mary Lou Blazek, Oregon Department of Energy (State of Oregon), said that stakeholder
involvement was referenced in the planning document as an obstacle and requested clarification.
Patrice said the department looked at many other criteria to make sustainable implementable
decisions. She recognized that stakeholder involvement is a very important criterion. Gordon
Rogers and Norma Jean Germond. (Public-at-Large), strongly recommended extending the
comment period because many members have not seen a copy of the full report and this is not a
short-term matter. Merilyn concurred and said it was her understanding that the comments were
for the Focus on 2006 Plan. not the Contractor Integration Report. Norma Jean said she is
expecting national dialogue on inter-site transfers, because this issue needs a public participation.

Todd Martin said he reviewed the report and supports integration. He is concerned the
Contractor Integration Report has not been through a National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process, but will be used in NEPA processes and asked if that is a legal violation.
Patrice Bubar said acceptance of these recommendations will be done in accordance with NEPA
processes. Gerry Pollet said Al Alm described the Contractors Integration Report as the
contractors’ view and not part of the Focus on 2006 Plan. In order to have meaningful pubiic
comment, DOE-Headquarters needs to disclose what waste is going to what sites, as well as the
associated and accumnulated risks to the region and site. He asked about funding for ensuring
meaningful public participation in the workshops and added that the Northwest workshops will
provide meaningful comments on the Focus on 2006 Plan. The Contractor Integration Report is
simply an economic analysis and environmental impacts are not included. He asked how public
comment can be meaningful without the NEPA process. Patrice Bubar agreed that the report
was based on economic criteria, but part of the decision includes looking at all the other criteria.
Gerry expressed concern that moving forward without meaningful public involvement and
analysis would ruin DOE’s credibility. Patrice said the report is a compilation of contractor
recommendations and DOE has not moved forward on implementing or deciding on the
recommendations.

Tim Takaro expressed concern over the public involvement process, especially since meetings
on inter-site transfer will be taking place after the Focus on 2006 Plan comment deadline. He
asked how this process fits with National Dialogue. Patrice Bubar said that the National

Dialogue workshops, which focus on inter-site issues, are valuable to the Record of Decision
process.

Hanford Advisory Board Page 9
Revised Meeting Summary - September 4-5, 1997



Ken Bracken, Benton County (Local Government Interests), asked if the contractor integration
cost figures are part of the Focus on 2006 Plan targets. Patrice said it is her understanding that
the purpose of the workout meetings with Al Alm, regulators and others, is to obtain more
specifics on how each site will embrace efficiencies to implement the Plan within the expected
budget. Ken expressed concern that there may be instances where one site’s integration is
contingent upon another site. This could slow the entire process. Patrice said that is one of the
data quality problems DOE is reviewing. Jeff Breckel added there really is no integrity to the
data in terms of what is being proposed and moved between sites,

Pam Brown asked Patrice and Doug to define the process in writing and allow the HAR an
opportunity to comment. She added that the HAB has gone on record recognizing the
importance of this integration. Patrice responded that the National Dialogue will provide input
to the WMPEIS RODs versus the Environmental Management Integration Report.

Tom Woods commented that over the last ten years he has seen a trend to make Hanford a
nuclear waste repository without proper public invoivement and waste considerations. Hanford’s
mission appears to be changing from one of cleanup to one of waste disposal. He asked for
reassurances that Hanford is not slated for this.

Greg deBruler said it scems DOE-Headquarters does not have public involvement money and is
not adhering to the rules laid out by former Secretary O’Leary. Merilyn Reeves asked if the
comments on the Focus on 2006 Plan in previous Board advice or that were shared with Al Alm
were incorporated into this document. Patrice Bubar was unsure, but thought the review focuses
on comments made on the plan released in the Spring. She will take an action item to explore
Merilyn’s question. Merilyn expressed concern that there is no path forward on these initiatives.
The Board developed a transmittal letter to accompany a summary of previous advice on the
Focus on 2006 plan. The transmittal letter includes a request by the Board to have the comment
period extended in order to comment on the Contractor Integration Plan.

AGENDA ITEM #6: TANK WASTE REMEDIATION SYSTEM

Jon Peschong, DOE, presented information on TWRS refocusing. (4itachment 6) The current
compliance scope for FY98 is projected at $376 million but current funding is $308 million, so
TWRS is working on a solution to the funding shortfall. He expiained the history of the TWRS
program and the decline in funding since FY94. In 1990, work was directed toward waste
treatment, not storage. In June of that year, DOE submitted a plan that would have significant
impact on the TWRS program by focusing more on storage. Jon reviewed some of the
efficiencies identified to date, which inciude early resolution of the organic safety problem. By
resolving this issue early, out-year funding could be applied elsewhere. There are many impacts
in shifting to a disposal focus. These include the flammable gas issue, pumping liquid from
single shell tanks, the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), and resolution of the organic safety
issue. The MYWP is being written and DOE needs advice in the next few weeks.

Suzanne Dahl, Ecology, said that immobilization is the safest form for the waste. For several
years, Ecology has pursued the goal of retrieving tank waste. A 1-3 year delay in the program is
unacceptable because this would turn into 3-5 years, given the high likelihood of the
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privatization set aside disappearing. The Integrated Priority List cut-off line is too high and
stakeholders should not be in the position to decide between safety and risk and final remedial
action. TWRS should be able to do both of those things. Some of the preferred options for
disposal have been left off the list. There needs to be way to work toward getting waste out of
tanks and into glass form while resolving some of the interim storage and safety concerns. Mike
Wilson said lack of funds is not a reason for missing milestones. The prioritized list of activities
provides an idea of Ecology’s enforcement activities. By holding the line on the TPA. the
contractors will have the incentive to do the job. Dan Silver made the recommendation at the
Sait Lake City meeting that programs should look at other program budgets to find additional
efficiencies.

Board Discussion

Tom Carpenter, Government Accountability Project (Hanford Workforce), expressed concern
that safety s being traded for privatization. There will be no waste to retrieve if there is a tank
explosion. He asked where the stakeholder involvement opportunities have been for deferral of
the organics and flammable gas issues, interim stabilization. etc. Jon Peshong responded that
DOE is closing the organics safety issue to the same standard set years ago; it is a TPA issue that
will go through the full public involvement process. DOE is still working the flammable gas
issue, which is also a TPA commitment. Regarding interim stabilization of single shell tanks,
DOE has a requirement to begin pumping any leaking tank within 30-45 days of the detection of
the leak. Tom asked about the FSAR and the use of the Basis for Interim Operation (BIO) in
safety operations. Jackson Kinzer, DOE, said the Interim Safety Basis (ISB) has been used for
many years. The purpose of the BIO is to collect all of these documents into a more structured.
organized form. This is the first time in 8 years that there will be a comprehensive safety
document. The BIO is 80-90 percent of what the FSAR will be.

Gerry Pollet commented that the Board has said there are ways to meet the compliance gap
without cutting work scope. He was also concerned that overheads are up over Westinghouse's
and there are no cost savings initiatives. [t is not acceptable to choose between safety and work
deferrals. If he had to choose, he would fund safe storage. He asked about the risk analysis and
requested disclosure of the risks and the public involvement. His organization will not support
additional funding if work is being done in this fashion. He asked for the cumulative annual
calculation of the risk of explosion and leaks for all tanks.

Dick Belsey asked how many different contractors are working in the tank farms. Jon Peschong
said it is FDH, which subcontracts to Lockheed and, in turn, to 6-12 subcontractors on any given
day. Dick expressed concern over the lack of a FSAR and the fact that TWRS is working under
the ISB. Development of the safety authorization has been underway for over a decade and that
makes the workforce uncomfortable. Jackson Kinzer commented that the BIO is a very
extensive document. Maureen Hunemuller, DOE, said the BIO, the body of which is currently
in place, will be implemented within a month and will become the hazards analysis document.
The FSAR should be completed in FY99. Tom Engel said he had asked for a brief summary of
TWRS work and has not received anything. Until he sees what TWRS is doing with all of its
funding, he cannot support any of the changes.
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Todd Martin says his organization focuses on disposal as the main concern. Whenever there is a
TWRS budget cut, he inquires into cuts in operations, as he sees this as an area of potential cost
savings. He is concerned that privatization has been omitted from the “bow wave” and does not
think Hanford is buying a viable disposal program. He asked if there is still an opportunity to
make changes to the MYWP and Jon Peschong responded that changes couid be made through
the change control process. Todd expressed concern over privatization costs increasing when
operations and construction begin.

Harold Heacock, Trn-Cities Economic Development Council (Local Business Interests), said the
HAB needs to recognize that as budgets decrease, tough decisions must made. He believes the
site has eliminated many inefficiencies and is much more streamlined. Most of the safety issues
have been resolved and TWRS should receive credit for what has been accomplished. David
Riddle, Lockheed Martin Hanford Company (Hanford Work Force), said he works in Tank Farm
Operations and it is no longer a fat program. TWRS is very streamiined through efficiencies and
layoffs. He thinks TWRS has gone as far as it can go and will have to work smarter.

Jerry Peltier, City of West Richland (Local Government), commented that the BIO is one of the
most sophisticated documents for analyzing risk in the tank farms. Surveillance has been based
on safety analysis reports for many years and now they are more detailed. George Kyriazis
expressed concern that if liquid is not removed from the tanks, there will be serious long-term
safety problems. Congress does not trust DOE-Headquarters, but thinks that DOE-RL has
adequately provided the documentation to meet TPA commitments. Dick Belsey said the
Health, Safety and Waste Management Committee will review the FSAR and BIO issues. Pam
Brown added that the Committee has been following the safety basis for a number of years. She
is not sure she needs to know the level of detail between a BIO and FSAR. The bottom line is
there is not enough money and that realism is needed. Jerry Peltier said the money is in
Congress and that maybe the HAB should give advice that can support others with lobbving
interests.

Ben Floyd and Gordon Rogers commented that privatization is a step toward the ultimate goal to
have a viable disposal program by 2002 and that needs to be the message from the HAB. Ben
urged the HAB to stay at a high policy level focused on the goal. Tom Carpenter said the people
of the Tri-Cities and the Northwest cannot afford to take safety risks and believes these issues
need to be addressed. Merilyn Reeves suggested that a tour of TWRS be organized and asked
Ecology to organize it for November. Tom Engel , Tom Carpenter. and Todd Martin will help
structure the TWRS presentation. Jackson Kinzer thanked Harold Heacock, Pam Brown, Jim
Watts, Todd Martin and Gordon Rogers for helping to get the Hanford funding message to the
Hill. He also suggested others send cards and letters to Congress.

AGENDA ITEM #7: TWRS VADOSE ZONE CHARACTERIZATION

Ralph Patt, Oregon Department of Energy (State of Oregon), reviewed past HAB advice and
responses on TWRS vadose zone characterization. Extension of the second borehole has been
started to determine the depth to which contamination has spread. The Columbia River
Comprehensive Impact Assessment team review has not been done. He is seeing action on the
recommendation to integrate TWRS vadose zone activities but has not seen a viable vadose zone
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public involvement program. Ralph asked Suzanne Dahl for clarification of Ecology’s response
to Consensus Advice #65 supporting more funding for vadose zone work. Suzanne said for an
adequate vadose zone characterization, there needs to be adequate funding. She said it does not
rank higher than some of the minimum safe activities or retrieval activities.

David Schafer, DOE, provided an update on vadose zone work. (Attachmenr 7) There is a
Memorandum of Agreement signed between TWRS, Environmental Restoration, and Waste
Management for coordination of vadose zone activities on the site. It is imperative in planning
sub-surface work that the data collected meet the needs of the various programs. Environmental
Restoration has been given the lead role in implementing the agreement. In addition, there wiil
be quarterly meetings with Environmental Restoration, Ecology and TWRS. He handed out
information on the programmatic objectives, schedule drivers and FY98 activities. (Attachment
&)

Board Discussion

Tom Carpenter introduced Casey Ruud and John Brodeur. He explained that previously Casey
was a nuclear auditor at the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) and other tacilities. His disclosures
resulted in many changes at Hanford and he is currently working for the Department of Ecology.
Casey Ruud presented information on the status of vadose zone work. He stated his presentation
did not represent Ecology’s position, but was his personal perspective. He said former Secretary
O’Leary asked him to go to the tank farms to “make something happen.” A good resource-
loaded schedule was put together, but there was conflict between the old view of minimal
contaminant trave] versus the new findings. An independent expert panel was put together to
review the vadose zone issue and agreed with the findings that the contamination was deeper in
the vadose zone than expected. The panel’s first recommendation was to develop a
comprehensive plan that included drilling of a hole in T-farm. Casey expressed concern that this
borehole would cost approximately $5 million to drill and no one would support the findings.
The expert panel requested that modeling be stopped due to poor characterization data. but
modeling is the only work since the panel released its report. The BX tank farm is of most
concern due to the proximity to the Columbia River and the amount of contamination. Work
with stakeholders is needed to develop a comprehensive vadose zone plan. He believes that
DOE managers and project managers still do not believe the vadose zone is an important issue.
The new borehole being drilled is a “knee jerk” reaction. Casey’s other concerns include SX
farm, privatization’s relationship to the vadose zone, and draining liquids from double shell tanks
versus leaking single shell tanks. He does not know how DOE can go forward with TWRS and
EIS activities until a risk assessment 1s done on groundwater and vadose zone issues. Many
things need to happen. such as meetings on vadose zone integration, and he believes DOE is
missing the “big picture.”

John Brodeur has been invoived in vadose zone work at Hanford since 1986. He worked on
development of the first logging equipment and has seen the program go from nothing to where
it is now. He believes the current effort for the new borehole is poorly conceived and planned.

He and Casey are being kept out of the operation and therc is essentially no stakeholder
involvement.

Hanford Advisory Board Page 13
Revised Meeting Summary - September 4-3, 1997



Paul Danielson, Nez Perce Tribe (Tribal Governments), said he has been involved in vadose
zone work for a couple years. The current plan is not specific and there is no adequate drilling
plan.

Tom Carpenter asked if John Brodeur has been told he should not attend meetings to discuss
vadose zone issues. John responded there has been some pressure to not talk to the HAB. Tom
asked Casey to explain the vadose zone and privatization relationship issue. Casey said a better
understanding of risks is needed because privatization is closely tied to what leaks from the tanks
and gets to the groundwater. Casey and John said they are not in the loop for the vadose zone.
Since Casey left DOE, he has not gotten a call from the Environmental Restoration Committee
and has not received all the information.

Ralph Patt said he assumed that Ecology would notify Casey and does not believe it is the
HAB’s responsibility to deal with the inner workings of Ecology. He agrees with Casey’s
information, but takes exception to his objection to the borehole drilling, because the expert
panel recommended drilling where there is known contamination. A characterization plan is
needed and he believes there is progress on this. He expressed concern over inadequate funding
once the plan is in place, as the $4 million does not come close to solving the problem. Gerry
Pollet asked what happened to the HAB advice on the vadose zone, especially since new findings
regarding contamination show the Columbia River is at grave risk. Jackson Kinzer responded
that at this time, the budget will not permit additional funding for vadose zone work. The vadose

zone is listed as one of the top two challenges; these will be the first items funded if the budget
increases.

Suzanne Dahi said Ecology is working with DOE on an integrated programmatic approach. She
noted that most of the curies are still in the tanks and that is a huge risk. There is a need to look
at this major risk while not adding new releases to the ground. Barbara Harper, Yakama Indian
Nation (Tribal Governments), asked that the partnership group be expanded to include tribal
representatives, John Brodeur and Casey Ruud. She also recommended that the scope of the
group be expanded to serve as a vehicle for ensuring the HAB advice is followed. Suzanne said
the contractors are already at the integration meetings and the team could be expanded to include
tribes and Environmental Restoration Committee members.

Greg deBruler expressed concern over risks to openness and the need for more vadose zone
information. He hopes DOE takes into consideration the Columbia River Comprehensive impact
Assessment’s recommendation on cross-cutting of the organization.

AGENDA ITEM #8: PHMC PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Gerry Pollet said the Dollars and Sense Committee is bringing the Project Hanford Management
Contract (PHMC) performance evaluation issue to the Board because of the need to provide
official input to DOE for the FY97 evaluation and FY98 performance measures. Draft advice is
planned for the November meeting. The Committee is also reviewing this issue due to DOE’s
decision for FDH to do a seif-assessment versus an independent assessment. Bob Larson
reviewed PHMC newsclippings and statements made by Secretary O’Leary, John Wagoner and
Hank Hatch upon award of the PHMC that have not become realities. He noted there was to be
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one fee for the Hanford site, but the enterprise companies fees are separate. The $1 billion
savings over 5 vears was never specifically mentioned in the contract. The fee was to be based
100 percent on performance, but now there is information that FDH receives $2 million per
month in progress payments. There was to be an investment fund of $10 million for small
business, but if someone is selected. there is an assessment against the subcontractor. Bob said
his Freedom of Information Act request for the FDH proposal executive summary was dented.
He appealed and the request was granted. He is now waiting for the document to review.

Alice Murphy reviewed DOE’s approach to creating performance measures that are tied to TPA
milestones. There is more emphasis on the performance measures being “outcome oriented.”
(Attachment 9) DOE is reviewing input to performance measure development from the Dollars
and Sense Committee, EPA and Ecology. There is a balanced scorecard DOE is working on for
FY98 and the Multi-Year Work Plan will provide guidance on updating the baseline. The
baseline does include the TPA milestones. The MYWPs are the basis for developing
performance-based measurements. There are also measures in the Focus on 2006 Plan that are
project specific and quarterly reports to DOE-Headquarters on progress. Sally Sieracki, DOE.
explained that the PHMC is 100 percent performance-based to emphasize results. (Attachment
10y For FY97, the available fee pool is $54 million and there are “critical few” and “mega”
objectives which are split 60-40. The fee pool for FY98 is $50 million. For FY98, 85percent of
the fee is tied to the critical few objectives and 15 percent tied to the mega objectives. The
critical few have fee tied to specific objectives while the mega expectations are tied to groups of
objectives. The contractor has to achieve 76 percent of the mega expectations in order to achieve
any of the mega fee. There are a number of expectations tied to a performance measure and if
one expectation is missed, FDH will not earn the total percentage tied to that objective.

Todd Martin asked what would happen if an objective was not met through no fault of the
contractor. Sally said that, depending upon the case, the objective would be modified or re-
worked. There is also a provisional fee for interim payments that are not tied to objectives or
expectations and this is capped at 60 percent of the total available fee pool.

Gerry Pollet observed that through this system, the PHMC receives $2 million per month. Sally
said that if too much fee has been paid, it is paid back to DOE with interest. There is a clause in
the contract that requires minimum satisfactory performance and the PHMC must meet
environmental, safety and health minimum requirements. Gerry asked for clarification of a
catastrophic event and if the explosion at the PRF is considered as one. Sally responded that a
catastrophic event involves a fatality, significant environmental damage, or endangerment to
workers or the public in excess of set limits due to negligence or misconduct. DOE is still
reviewing the PRF explosion. There is a specified level of performance that is expected and FDH
has to achieve 76 percent of the mega expectations in order to start carning any fee. DOE also
reviews cost and schedule versus work performed.

Madeleine Brown said the 85/15 split for the critical few and mega objectives is good and she
was glad the milestones were included. She asked about rumors that the split would be changed
to 50/50 and the criteria for this. Alice said she is unaware of any action to do this. Madeleine
said that the Performance Evaluation Plan looks much like the old award fee system. Sally
responded that Section J of the contract contains the fee structure for each year; the structure
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under review is the 85/15 split. Alice said DOE has discussed putting actions into the plan that
are not necessarily tied to a performance measure, but that DOE wants accomplished. That is
where the concept of the Performance Evaluation Plan is being considered. There is no fee
associated with efforts in the Performance Evaluation Plan, which covers work in the Annual
Work Plans

Ross Ronish, Benton-Franklin Public Heaith (L.ocal and Regional Public Health), asked if there
is any down-side risk to FDH. Sally responded that if FDH does not perform, it risks losing the
entire fee pool. Ross asked if any of the funding for the work being done falls between the fee
pools. Sally responded that DOE has ailowed opportunities for FDH to achieve some fee.

The Dollars and Sense Committee reported on its conference call with Al Alm on August 22.
Madeleine Brown outlined safety issues under the PHMC. She said there is a need for
heightened safety in light of “efficiencies.” Cutting corners is the wrong way to save money and
she cited examples with near misses, (i.e., the PRF explosion and a rash of crane accidents).
She is fearful that a fatality is pending. She requested a stand of zero tolerance for ignoring
safety. She said that Al Alm responded that the answer to ensuring satety is worker ownership
and the ability for a worker to stop work. Al Alm said he believes workers should participate in
worker safety committees. Gerry Pollet added the employee concerns program needs to be
fortified.

Gerry Pollet reviewed the cost of doing business under the PHMC. There is increased layering
and overheads. The promised site-wide fee cap is actually $11 million more than
Westinghouse's fee and does not include the enterprise companies. A potential $20 million more
in fee may be paid to the PHMC. Transition costs have increased and there needs to be
disclosure of indirect costs with functional uniform accounting. Gerry expressed concern that
the efficiencies identified in Salt Lake City are not actual efficiencies but work scope cuts and
deferrals. Bob Larson referred to earlier information that acknowledged that the FDH contract
was expensive but it would be more efficient due to $1 billion in savings. He believes the
problem 1s these savings may not happen. He noted that the HAB had suggested an
institutionalized cost savings program to show Congress. Stakehoiders want to see a
demonstration that the current award fees are worth what stakeholders paid for. For next year.
the incentives should be related to the TPA and should show what DOE is buying for the $50
miilion fee next year. His impression is that Alm and Wagoner agreed to do this. Bob said that
the concept of creating six enterprise companies that would spin off from Hanford was
fundamentally a good idea. The down side is many local businesses were hurt and the two year
grace period puts 2000 Hanford employees at risk. Only 3% of the enterprise companies work
has been privatized. DOE needs to either extend the contracts to give them more of a chance or
compete the work.

Harold Heacock discussed the regulatory issues for the PHMC. The TPA is the primary
definition of cleanup, but budget limitations may impact and meeting TPA and DNFSB
commitments. There are five suggestions for addressing these issues: 1) work with DOE to
encourage more funding from Congress and the Administration, 2) give priority to tasks that
directly relate to achievement of milestones, 3) continue to look for increased efficiencies and
effectiveness in the workplace, 4) review the performance of all work tasks for non-cleanup
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work that is being funded with cleanup dollars, and 5) look at cost control and programmatic
priorities. In the meeting with Al Alm, it was suggested that there be more of a contract
commitment to efficiency goals and greater emphasis on risk analysis. Harold said he was
disappointed at Alm’s response that put all the emphasis on productivity improvements.

George Kyriazis reported on the long-term planning issue with the PHMC. He explained that the
Hanford Communities recently met with Secretary Pefia. He expressed concerns over lack of
funding committed by Congress for the Focus on 2006 Plan and ten-year funding. George said
Pefia was given the message that DOE-Headquarters has done a poor job in supporting Congress
on the Focus on 2006 Plan. He said that Alm asked for suggestions on how to deal with
Congress and George thinks there has to be some way to get Congressional commitment. Alm
committed to try and eliminate the budget scenarios. George asked Alm about two management
contractors at Hanford, DOE-RL and FDH, each of which employs over 400. He asked who was
in charge and Alm said that as the process goes on, they will learn how to be more efficient.

Pam Brown discussed the community impacts of the PHMC. From the beginning of the
Management and Integration (M&I) proposal. the HAB supported a more efficient approach.
However, the HAB had reservations that are now becoming a reality. She expressed concern
over multiple short-term companies and the instability to the workforce. She also expressed
concern over the variety of benefit programs and some people’s separation from their pensions.
The management and non-union workers are seeing reductions while union employees have seen
benefits protected. It is not efficient to lay off full time employees and then hire them back as
contractors. Any future M&I proposal should clearly identify what ts expected. What the HAB
was told and the reality are different, creating false expectations. She expressed concern over
TWRS and said there is a need to work with Congress and coordinate better between DOE-RL.
DOE-Headquarters, and the Secretary’s office. Pam noted that DOE-Headquarters discussed
having a “privatization czar” with whom stakeholders could work. Alm said this person would
not be working with Hanford’s privatization efforts. On the other hand, Secretary Pefia said this
person would be working with Hanford on privatization contracts.

Gerry Pollet said the Committee is looking for input on evaluating FDH performance measures
and will be preparing advice on the PHMC evaluation. He reviewed a proposed HAB letter that
states “the Board requests that US DOE fully consider the Dollars and Sense Committee’s
PHMC lessons learned topics prepared for and presented to Assistant Secretary Al Alm as part of
the Board’s input to DOE for the evaluation of the PHMC contractor’s first year performance
and adoption of new performance measures for 1998.” He gave the discussion topics with Al
Alm to the Secretary and he seemed pleased that lessons learned at Hanford are being applied
across the sites. The PHMC evaluation will take place about the same time as the November
Board meeting.

Board Discussion

Merilyn Reeves said the Dollars and Sense Committee will meet in Post Falls. Idaho. on
September 16. The Board has been invited to join the Idaho Citizens Advisory Board meeting;
interested HAB members are to RSVP to Louise Dressen. (4drtachment 11)

Hanford Advisory Board Page 17
Revised Meeting Summary - September 4-5, 1997



Ben Floyd said the Board is looking forward to the PHMC evaluation. but there also needs to be
a look at integration of responsibility between DOE and FDH. He asked if reductions could be
found in the potential duplication of efforts in contract management. Alice Murphy said that in
response to public input, DOE was asked to be an integrator. To do that, DOE would have
required additional people including those to oversee the contract. DOE has a responsibility for
oversight. Hank Hatch responded that the integration is a work-in-progress. The PHMC
Request for Proposal called for carving up the current contract to have companies running what
once were Westinghouse divisions. There have not been substantial changes to roles and
missions in DOE as 1t relates to this new prime contractor.

Tim Takaro siad that when the contract was let, environmental, safety and health (ES&H) was
supposed to be a benefit, but there are no ES&H incentives. Alice Murphy said that ES&H
responsibilities would be established by Paul Kruger’s office. Steve Veitenheimer, DOE, said the
ES&H program has just received the guidance for the incentive fee and is now starting its
evaluation. Tim Takaro asked when the Board can see minimum requirements and Steve replied
sometime in mid-to-late September. Gerry Pollet commented that DOE did tell FDH in March
that it had to cure the deficiencies in emergency preparedness and plans. FDH responded that it
was out of the scope of the contract; then there was the explosion.

Jim Watts, Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council (Hanford Work Force), asked that DOE's
administration of the original intent of the contract be reviewed. He noted that the Board has
repeatedly asked for cost benefit analysis justification for the dollars. He commented that
changing the game plan behind the scenes is costly, not only in dollars but also in the workforce.

Bob Larson said it is important to know what the baseline is and to get the total PHMC Proposal
Executive Summary. Dick Belsey explained that a “primer” was developed in response to
questions about the Contractors Integration Report to showing what is coming in and going out
of the site, as well as information on the baseline. Merilyn urged anyone meeting with the Idaho
Citizens Advisory Board to review the Contractors Integration Report.

Jerry Peltier expressed concern that performance objectives developed for FDH are not tied to
DOE. DOE, not FDH, makes the decisions. The focus should be kept on DOE, as it controls the
objectives. Additional concerns include the two-year term of some of the contracts, fluctuating
programs such as Total Quality, and concern over spending money on the transitioning of
contracts and not the cleanup work. Alice Murphy responded that there are many performance

measures already, including those from Al Alm. DOE is doing a revised strategic plan that will
also be provided to the Board.

Ben Floyd asked when the relationship between the PHMC and DOE will be defined. Alice
responded that the roles and responsibilities are defined, but the difficulty is taking it to a iower
level as this requires a culture change. Hank Hatch added that the alignment process is
continuing and a lot of work is getting done. At many levels, the workforce has not fully
internalized the changes. He explained that a course was developed to help workers understand
the changes. He suggested the Board carefully review what was in the Request for Proposal and
the contract. Many of the items in the proposal were accepted and some were not. There is one
document and that is the contract. The main item is that the FDH fee would be 100 percent
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performance based, putting all FDH fee at risk. FDH was authorized in the Request for Proposai
to ask for an award fee. a base fee and maybe some incentive fee and FDH decided to put it all at
risk. He asked the Board to be a student of the contract, which is on the Internet. DOE and FDH
are available to help acquaint those interested more intimately with the contract.

Gerry Pollet said the wording he has used regarding review of the contract is very important. He
1s concerned that the contract does specify that the proposal is part and parcel of the contract. is
binding, and is standard contract law. Based on that provision, several areas are not covered by
terms of the contract itself and asked why the Committee has not received cooperation from
FDH to see how they proposed to save $1 billion and other blacked out areas in terms of
transition costs and overheads. Hank responded that the proposal is not embodied in the contract
but the contract refers to the proposal and FDH will perform in broad concert with the proposal.
The proposal is not the contract. Gerry wanted to know why the Committee is not able to get a
copy of the proposal and asked for a commitment from Hank Hatch to see the proposal. Hank
said that DOE has had for some time a redacted version of the FDH proposal for making
whatever distribution it wishes. He cannot state the status of the document.

George Kyriazis asked if the DOE Strategic Plan will include performance measures. Alice
Murphy said that the plan has long-term goals that do not change very often unless something is
indicated in a ROD. Nevertheless, it is a continuous process as to whether the plan should be
updated. DOE-Headquarters performs reviews of DOE-Richland and there are quarterly reviews
of which information can be made available to the HAB.

Madeleine Brown said that integration and alignment seemed complete at top management
levels, but at lower levels nothing has changed in the way DOE and the contractors work. She
urged all Project Hanford staff who work with DOE-RL, and all DOE-RL employees who work
with the contractors to take the PHMC course.

The Board approved a letter transmitting concerns discussed in the conference call with Al Alm.

Public Comment

Bill Clarkson expressed concerns about the employment stability of enterprise company
employees and TRIDEC’s ability to recruit businesses that can use the skills of the area. He
noted that temporary staffing is being provided by outside companies.

Bernice Mitchell commented that Hanford has lost its focus on cleanup. She does not believe
that the HHAB Public-At-Large members represent the public and questioned why TRIDEC has a
seat on the Board. She called for a review of the 3161 money and asked to be placed on the
Board to represent the black constituency.

AGENDA ITEM #10: UPDATES

George Sanders, DOL. reported that the M-45 (Tank C-106 sluicing) change package is in
dispute at the inter-agency management level. The dispute centers on whether DOE’s request to
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delay C-106 sluicing to December 1998 is due to a safety or funding issue. DOE is working very
hard to resoive the issue, but it may take some work. He believes the issue will be resolved.

AGENDA ITEM #11: PROGRESS ON UPCOMING MEETINGS

Mary Lou Blazek provided a status report on the Openness [nitiative workshops. There will be a
series of four workshops with staff support provided by the Consortium for Risk Evaluation with
Stakeholder Participation (CRESP). The first workshop will be held October 8 in Richland. The
four workshops have draft agendas, deliverables and specific products to be produced

Merilyn Reeves urged the Board and constituent organizations to participate in the regional pilot
workshops. They are October 20 in Portland, Oregon; October 21 in Richland; October 22 in
Spokane; and October 23 in Seattle. Individuals from the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the Idaho
site and possibly Pantex are expected to attend. This interchange will be very important as the
region looks to develop values and principles pertaining to inter-site transfers and plutonium
disposition decisions. Merilyn clarified that these workshops are not the National Dialogue.
Mary Lou Blazek reported that two Oregon focus groups are also planned in Pendleton on
September 17 and Portland on September 18. These are by invitation. but are open to the public.
Four videotapes are being produced to provide information on the DOE complex and issues.

Tim Takaro shared the latest program for the Health of the Site meeting. He noted that PNNL
has declined to co-sponsor. (A#tachment 12)

Karen McGinnis announced there will be 2a HAMMER Dedication and Training Technology &
Education Exposition September 24-26. The training center focuses on hands-on training for
workers and emergency responders. Many individuals contributed to making this a reality.

AGENDA ITEM #12: REVISED M-34 CHANGE PACKAGE - SPENT FUEL

Charlie Hansen. DOE. reported that K Basins is still making progress through working with the
regulators on a baseline change request. {4ttachment 13) DOE now has a better handle on
enforceable milestones. There will be a 14 month delay in the start of fuel retrieval to July 1999.
The delays are to ensure work and operations are conducted safety and correctly. Other delays
are due to: 1) the K West fuel characterization that showed the need for a new water treatment
system, 2) extensive equipment design changes for safety analysis, 3) changes to the Muiti-
Canister Overpack to prevent over-pressurization, and 4) redesign of the Canister Storage
Building to meet the Nuclear Regulatory Commission tornado criteria.

The Cold Vacuum Drying facility is underway following clarification of safety, quality
assurance and engineering issues. He said DOE is pleased with the work from FDH and Duke
Engineering & Services Hanford (DESH) because they have addressed technical problems by
bringing in a large amount of corporate talent. FDH and DESH have provided the first
integrated baseline for the project. He explained that there is a potential for high-risk problems
but feels they will be able to handle these problems. There is clear technical direction on the
project and all independent safety reviewers are satisfied with the technical issues with safety as
the priority. Currently, they are looking at simplifying some of the designs and other cost
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savings through simplification. Tony McConnell will repiace David Rehn as the President of
DESH. He brings with him over 25 years experience in construction, fabrication, testing and
operations of nuclear plants.

Charlie explained that the goal of the project was to get the fuel away from the River. He
believes the challenge has been met and that progress is being made. Some of the successes
include: 1) construction will be underway in 15 months, 2) the fuel and sludge characterization is
nearing completion and 3) there is an established safety basis. There is good safety integration
and DESH and FDH have reduced costs by 10 percent this fiscal year, although it is a high-risk
automated program. They are going from maintenance of a pool to doing complex remote
applications. All the independent reviewers have said the project is on the right track. DOE has
set performance objectives for fee on critical path work. The Canister Storage Building and the
Cold Vacuum Drying facility probably will not be completed this year, resulting in a substantial
portion of the fee being lost. However, FDH and DESH did not question the need to stop and
review safety issues even though it would cause the schedule to slip. They are disappointed that
there may be some impact on costs from the schedule delay.

Roger Stanley, EPA, said Ecology understands the stresses and strains but has a number of
concerns. The first is that this project needs to be continued to be managed as an accelerated
project and a project slow down needs to be avoided. He is also concerned that the TPA
negotiations are taking so long. The contractor and DOE have to be careful to not get into the
habit of continuing to re-baseline. He is concerned that some of these delays may impact other
areas. Approaching K Basin cleanup as an acceleration avoids a “trainwreck” early next century.
Charlie Hansen said DOE has not received any specific proposals and has asked for data from
other program areas that may be impacted. The PHMC contract will be one of the first successes
in the integrated project work scope, including the establishment of controls. Ecology, EPA and
the DNFSB have done a good job of keeping the pressure on DOE. This is a complex
engineering project and he encouraged the Board to continue to follow this issue.

Board Piscussion

Dick Belsey said he is sorry to see the slip in schedule but sees the challenges DOE is facing. He
asked how DOE is going to decide with which basin to start. Charlie Hansen said the first basin
will be K West because of its lower radiation levels. K East’s radiation levels are coming down.
Dick asked how long it would take to move the fuel; Charlie said it would take two years.

Harold Heacock expressed concern that budgets are tight, fuel has received priority in funding,
and now cost increases are coming. Charlie explained that the money is coming from EM-60.
He added that Al Alm has committed the project to achieving efficiencies to meet compliance.
Pam Brown asked if the money that was slated for fee, but not achieved, would be put into
program shortfalls. Charlie said he would like to know where it will go. The key is that there
needs to be technical operators and training. DOE is doing a careful review. The 14-month
delay looks real and part of the problem is the pressure to do more for less, but they have to stay
focused on doing the work reliably. He is putting pressure on FDH to bring the start date down.
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Dick Belsey said this project is a remarkable success. Charlie said the workforce has done a
good job of understanding that the work can be done. Dick said the last HAB advice on this
issue was to include interim milestones to warn of delays and budget issues. Charlie said that the
delays were discussed one year before the date. Merilyn Reeves asked how delays here atfect
other project milestones. Mike Wilson said Ecology is asking DOE about the source of money
to the year 2000, but he has not seen stable funding.

AGENDA ITEM #13: CORRECTIVE ACTIONS RELATED TO ACCIDENT AT
PLUTONIUM RECLAMATION FACILITY

Steve Veitenheimer, DOE, provided an overview of the emergency preparedness investigation
and corrective actions taken by DOE and the contractors in response to the May 14 explosion at
PRF. Some of the findings included: 1) a failure to provide timely emergency classification and
notification of the emergency to off-site agencies, including Oregon and Washington, local
counties, and Ecology, 2) a failure to adequately implement actions relevant to take-cover and
facility lock-down, 3) a failure to initiate appropriate actions in response to personnel exposure
to unknown hazards, and 4) a failure to adequately prepare for emergency response to chemical
hazards. The facility was not prepared to adequately monitor chemical hazards nor was there
consistent application of chemical and respiratory protection equipment.

In response to the emergency preparedness report, the Secretary of Energy signed two directives
to the DOE complex that: 1) DOE facilities must review their emergency action levels to make
sure they are adequate in relation to the hazards within the facilities, 2) each complex is required
to review training and drills to assure that the facilities and complex are adequately prepared to
handle an emergency. 3) all facilities are required to coordinate with state and local governments.
4) during events, all facilities will establish a process to make a conservative decision relative to
emergency response and notification, 5) all facilities are directed to review and make sure there
is adequate protective equipment, chemical and radiological monitoring equipment, 6) all
facilities are directed to ensure that programs are in place and agreements are made with local
medical facilities for adequate care and treatment of affected workers. 7) the complex is required
to make sure that all hazardous information at DOE facilities is known and made available to
local medical and regulatory agencies, and 8) the DOE-Headquarters oversight group has been
directed to add a module relative to emergency response and planning into its independent
oversight activity. In response to the Secretarial initiatives, DOE is working with the contractors
to ensure that all issues are assigned for accountability to assure they will be completed.

Mike Yates, FDH, presented further information on the investigation of the PRF explosion
(Attachment [4-15) and explained that FDH was not pleased with the actions the evening of the
accident. Corrective actions such as the improvement to the change notification process and an
evaluation of safety site-wide are underway. The response to the PRF incident includes full
resources from FDH and partner companies as well as talking with Dupont and other chemical
industry leaders on chemical vulnerabilities. Outside expertise is being used and FDH is
integrating with other site prime contractors. The drivers for corrective actions include: 1) the
Gerton report, 2) Veitenheimer report, 3} Secretarial directives and 4) the Facility Evaluation
Board’s findings following a review of facilities across the site.
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Becky Austin, FDH, said there were many deficiencies that were identified as a result of the
team’s review. Action is being taken in three critical areas: 1) emergency response. 2)
occupational health and 3) chemical vulnerability. Emergency classification procedures have
been revised, an early offsite notification process has been activated, and the 24-hour occurrence
notification center has been restored. Regarding “take cover and lockdown™ issue, an all-
employee communication to address the requirements has been issued. Policy and procedures
are being revised and more training and drills are being conducted. FDH is looking at several
areas for training improvement. The responders were tratned on lessons learned and
requirements for patrol operations and the drill program is being revamped. An outside company
has completed an independent assessment of the emergency response process. The Washington
Public Power Supply System emergency response process is being reviewed and the incident
command structure is being evaluated. FDH is integrating environmental emergency response
requirements.

An employee health advocate position has been established to make sure exposed workers
receive proper care throughout the process. Other improvements include: 1) paramedics have
received training on radiation and chemical exposures, 2) incident command for care of workers
has been strengthened, supporting care at Hanford Environmental Health Foundation (HEHF)
and local hospitals, and 3) communication of hazards to hospitals and HEHF physician responses
to the emergency room has been established. Access to and availability of industrial hygiene and
radiological resources is being improved. The team is assessing the respiratory protection
program. which includes new respirators for Hanford Patrol, and ensuring all self-contained
breathing apparatuses are tested and maintained as required. In addition, the team is evaluating
the availability and staging of personal protective equipment.

A review of reactive/hazardous chemical inventories and storage practices has been completed,
and all but small lab quantities of hydroxtyamine nitrate have been disposed. Chemical industry

experts are evaluating comparability with chemical industry standards. Complex-wide lessons
learned are also being reviewed.

Jim Everts, EPA, said he reviewed several reports from DOE. The emergency response report
was much better than earlier drafts, but both reports need to ask “why” more in identifying the
problem. Examples of this include finding out why a2 manager did not make a decision about a
problem (e.g., is it training, resources, etc). It is important to assign responsibility to corrective
actions and include dates of completion and tracking mechanisms. His biggest concern is that
something will be lost and that important items will not be undertaken. He suggested that
someone from DOE or Ecology periodically update the Board on what is being done. The
corrective actions need to emphasize greater chemical monitoring capabilities. EPA will
continue to work with the Department of Health and Ecology and review compliance with the
Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA) Plan Title III requirements.

Susan May, Department of Health (WDOH), said her department has issued a draft investigation
report with the final due later this month. The report identified no additional findings beyond
DOE’s. The report does address the need for improvements in internal procedures. She is
pleased DOE has recognized the necessity of a collaborative relationship,including off-site
agencies such as WDOH, Benton, Franklin and Grant counties, state emergency planning,
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Ecology, and Agriculture. WDOH taken a pro-active role in planning and preparedness. The
corrective action plan is aggressive and WDOH will a maintain strong supportive presence.

Steve Moore, Ecology, said his investigation has focused on what has and has not happened. He
said that DOE and FDH have done a good job of identifying the issues and corrective measures.
The Ecology investigation 1s nearing completion and a report will be issued soon. Ecology will
be looking at solving some problems and investigating root causes. He noted that Secretary
Peiia’s initiative could have read like a compliance action. The solutions must include the other
contractors on site or they are just partial solutions. Ecology is trying to get off-site agencies to
participate in an emergency response action and will be inviting people to participate.

Board Discussion

Jim Watts recommended making better use of DOE-funded municipal emergency response
coordinators. He said the two emergency responders in the Tri-Cities were not notified of the
PRF incident. He expressed concern that budget cuts will eliminate these two positions. First
notice to these people 1s vital so they can perform their jobs. Becky Austin responded that the
early notification improvements should help to satisfy this concern.

Todd Martin asked about the costs of external reviews such as Dupont’s versus those for suitable
monitoring. There is a need to understand the costs associated with not cleaning up the site or
having suitabie monitoring. He also asked about the payment mechanism for these activities
since the PHMC is under a 100 percent fixed price contract. Mike Yates responded that the
total cost is being tracked and FDH is issuing monthly summaries that can include the costs. He

explained that by having the work done by FDH’s own people, there will not be major added
costs.

David Riddie asked if the review team considered the loss of corporate institutional memory as a
root cause. Becky Austin said that does not seem to be an issue. She explained that if the right
procedures are in place. then there should not be that problem. FDH is focusing on ensuring the
proper procedures are in place. Pam Brown asked if loss of institutional memory is not a
problem, then why did the tank monitoring stop. Mike Yates explained that the tank was being
monitored until its contents fell below reportable quantities. [t was not monitored for explosive
potential but more for fire department requirements. Pam reiterated that local government has
the responsibility to evacuate or shelter people in the local area of the site and is very interested
in the follow up to this accident. Pam said that Richland’s emergency response people will be
sending a letter on their concerns and reservations about the final report. Another concern is the
declining funding for this work as the City does not have direct funding from DOE. The City
has a planner who is responsible for planning strategies and procedures; however, the funding
has declined so much that one person had to be fet go. In conversations with Secretary Pefia. the

City suggested co-location with emergency personnel. He seemed to understand the local
community concerns.

Tim Takaro said PRF is a symptom of a larger problem. There is a more recent incident where a
burst pipe and leak was not stopped quickly because no one knew where the shut off valve was.
He expressed concern that an independent review of occupational safety and health is missing.
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Gerry Pollet said the initial critique compiled by Heart of America petitioned DOE, OSHA and
EPA for an independent review. He said DOE has refused to ask OSHA to do this. OSHA lacks
jurisdiction unltess requested by DOE. He believes that OSHA has the expertise and credibility
but DOE has refused to have an external review of emergency preparedness and occupational
safety and health. This explosion has permanently damaged the credibility of the site. He asked
about the mechanism for corrective action accountability and how many legal requirements
were violated leading up to this explosion. He thanked Jim Everts and EPA for suggesting
regular reports to the HAB on progress. He recommended that the corrective measures need to
be in the FDH contract, but not as an incentive. The corrective measures need to require
compliance with emergency planning and the Community Right to Know Act, and if they do not,
they lose some of their profit. This is supposed to be a performance-based contract based on the
assumption of full compliance. Next year’s evaluation include an evaluation of this year’s
evaluation. He was not pleased with the self-assessment decision by the Secretary.

Gerry asked if FDH senior management and legal, as well as DOE legal. reviewed and asked for
changes in the report. Steve Veitenheimer responded that the document was distributed to them
as well as the local counties and governments for their review. The only changes made were to
correct inaccurate facts. Gerry asked if there was a request for a change for a more positive
presentation. Steve said the only changes allowed were to address factual inaccuracies and there
was never a request made to him personally to put a positive spin on the document. Any input
that was not based on fact was rejected. Gerry expressed concern that the investigation did not
discover who made the decision to leave the chemicals in the tanks and why there was no
emergency plan in compliance with the law. He aiso asked why DOE continued to pay fee when
in March DOE requested improvement in emergency preparedness and response plans.
Reportedly, FDH responded that this was outside the scope of the contract. Mike Yates said the
request involved interactions with Bechtel and PNNL and some of the other site-wide contractors
that was outside the scope of the contract. FDH did seek clarification from DOE on how to
proceed. A meeting was held in late April on how to projectize the radioactive contamination
emergency issues and develop a path forward. The plan was in motion, and the actions identified
will be incorporated and completed as part of the corrective action plan.

Gerry asked about the workers who were ordered into the tank farms following the accident.
Becky Austin responded that FDH is currently looking into that issue and the initial findings
indicate that the manager thought the take-cover had been lifted. Gerry said there need to be
regular updates and corrective measures in the contract, and the Board needs to go on record
requesting an independent review of what happened and any management issues. He noted that
the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory was fined $890,000 for improper
chemical handling and it did not have an explosion.

Ross Ronish said he is upset that the report identified issues that have been raised through six
years of debriefings and comments to DOE while trying to write an emergency response plan.
He is glad to see that an occupational physician will assist in the emergency room and
recommended adding a model of the exposures to workers for the occupational physician to use.
He said it is time to drill people on a mass casualty scenario.
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Greg deBruler, asked if there have been fines regarding this accident. Mike Wilson and Steve
Moore are reviewing the issue and will make a report next week. Following the release of the
report, they will have more information.

Bev Weisbrodt, Audobon Society, said that the worker and general safety do not seem to be a
priority. If the 811 emergency number was still available, it could have helped the situation
enormously. She expressed concern that safety equipment is not readily available anymore. The
root cause of the accident was the decision to mix the chemicals without doing the run.

Pam Brown said that two years ago the HAB expressed concern in its advice that an emergency
drill was taken too lightly and an independent evaluation was recommended. She cited the
Umatilla Armny Depot as having independent evaluation capabilities. Dick Belsey suggested
approaching the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board about reviewing the PRF explosion.

Public Comment

Norb Drouhard commented that he travels around speaking about global disarmament. He is
concerned over the 55.000 nuclear weapons and the lack of advancement in getting rid of the
waste. He is concerned that there is no representation from Hanford Downwinders on the HAB.

Gai Oglesbee, a retired Hanford worker, has released an accountability report and gave a copy to
Merilyn Reeves. Her report outlines hostility and problems at Hanford. She is concerned over
off-site exposures, independent assessments, and the workers exposed at the PRE explosion.

The meeting adjourned at 1:30 p.m.
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Attachments

I Attendance

2 Salt Lake City Workout

3 Sait Lake City July 1997 Early Savings

4 Update of Focus on 2006 Plan, the Waste Management PEIS. and the Relationship to
Contractors’ Integration Report

5 Complex-Wide EM Integration

6 Hanford Advisory Board TWRS “Disposal Focus” Strategy

7 TWRS Vadose Zone Program

8 Objectives of TWRS Vadose Zone Program

9 Integrated Performance Measurement

10 Fluor Daniel Hanford Per formance Based Fee

11 Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory Citizens Advisory Board
September meeting

12 The Health of the Hanford Site: Current Challenges

13 Spent Nuclear Fuel Project

14 PRF Incident Response

15 Memorandum to Secretarial Officers
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