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Executive Summary

200 Area Soils Remediation Strategy

The Board adopted advice on the proposed Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) change package for 200
Area Soils Remediation. The advice recommends to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) that
the strategy be appears to be a reasonable approach to streamline characterization needed prior to
remedial decisions on 200 Area waste sites. However, the agencies should clarify that
information will need to be collected on a site-specific basis to validate closure decisions. Also,
stakeholders and tribal nations should be involved in development of the implementation plan to

lay the foundation for further work. In the implementation plan, a clear process for making
decisions on remedial actions should be identified.

Vadose Zone Characterization

The Board adopted advice recommending that DOE drill a slant well at the §X Tank Farm in
order to determine the distribution of cesium and other contaminants in the vadose zone beneath
the tanks. The advice also recommended that a vadose zone characterization plan be developed
and that Board members be involved in the development of that plan.

Timeline for Public Input to the FY 2000 Budget Prioritization (IPL) and 2006 Plan
Processes for 1998

The Board urged DOE to extend the deadline for input to the site’s Integrated Priority List (IPL)}
for the FY2000 budget until after the April 4, 1998, Board meeting and consider advice on the
2006 Plan to be developed at that meeting. This will allow for integrated review and comment
on both the 2006 Plan and the IPL, which are so interrelated that the Board and public must be
provided the opportunity to review and comment on them simultaneously.

Maintaining Cleanup Progress

The Board held a workshop on refocusing the issues to be covered by the Board in 1998.
Questions asked during the workshop included “What progress has been made at Hanford to
stabilize and clean up the site?”, “What are the most important things that are left to be done to
stabilize and clean up the Hanford site?”, “What does it really mean to ‘clean up the site?” and
“What is or could hold up progress on Hanford cleanup?” Board members also discussed what
the Board can do to further cleanup progress. The Board agreed that Board would focus on the
following urgent issues: (10) tank waste retricval/vitrification, (2) removal of fuel, water, and
sludge from K Basins, (3} protection of the River and groundwater, (4) clean up and transition of
high-risk facilities. (5) management for results, (6) predictable and adequate cleanup budgets. (7)
protection of worker safety, and (8) TPA compiiance.
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Possible Updates

The FY’ 98 budget allocations were outlined for the Board, based on a meeting held with Al Alm
before Thanksgiving. Hanford did not recetve $4 miilion of its budget request for FY’98, not
including TWRS privatization and “national programs.” Including TWRS privatization and
“national” programs, Hanford’s budget reduction was $312 million. Chartie Hansen, DOE-RL,

notified the Board that the public comment period for the Solid Waste Environmental Impact
Statement has been extended for an additional six weeks.
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD
Revised Meeting Summary
December 4-5, 1997
Richland, Washington

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

Thursday, December 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. Two public comment periods were
provided at 3:00 p.m. on Thursday, and at 3:45 p.m. on Friday.

Members present are listed in Attachment I, as are members of the public and others attending.
Board seats not represented were: Dick Belsey, Physicians for Social Responsibility (Local and
Regional Pubiic Health). Richard Berglund, Central Washington Building Trades Council
(Hanford Work Force), Rick Leaumont. Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society and Columbia
River Conservation League (Local Environmental), Jack Yorgesen, Grant and Franklin Counties
(Local Government). Donald Worden (Public-at-Large) was cxcused from the meeting.

Announcements Made Throughout the Meeting

{Items are listed in chronological order, rather than the order made. Announcements with no
dates are listed last. |

* The Environmental Restoration Committee meeting for December has been canceled. it will
be meeting in January.

e The Environmental Restoration Committee elected Madeleine Brown, Fluor Daniel Hanford
(Hanford Work Force), as the new chair, effective January 1.

e The Health, Safety. and Waste Management Commitice elected Pam Brown. City of
Richland (Local Government Interests), as the new chair. effective immediately.

e Merilyn Reeves thanked Jim Watts, Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council (Hanford Work

Force), for representing the Board at the Health of the Site meeting held on December 3 and
4.

e Tim Takaro, University of Washington (University), announced that there will be a low-level
radiation panel, organized by the Consortium for Risk [Lvaluation with Stakeholder
Participation (CRESP), held on January 16 from 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Topics will include
the effects of low-level radiation on Marshall Islanders and the implications of the National
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Inspections and Consultants fali-out study. Contact Tim for information on the exact
location.

» A meeting to develop a strategy for the FY 99 TWRS budget will be held on December 18
from 1:00 to 4:00 p.m. at the Washington State University (WSU) Tri-Cities building. The
meeting will identify the information DOE should provide the public to better understand the
FY’99 budget request. It is sponsored by the Hanford Communities and WSU.

e John Wagoner, DOE, thanked Ralph Patt and presented him with a plaque recognizing his
participation and major contribution to the clean up of Hanford, beginning with the Future

Site Uses Working Group and the Board.

AGENDA ITEM #1: WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS

Barbara Harper, Yakama Indian Nation (Tribal Governments). introduced Wayne Grigsby. who
1s working for the Yakamas as a hydrogeologist.

A revised agenda was distributed which included consideration of draft advice on the safety
culture and public input for the FY 2000 budget prioritization and 2006 Plan.

Tim Takaro provided an update on the Health of the Site meeting which was held on December
3-4. There were over 230 registered attendees. Three tracks, including community, ecological,
and occupational health, were held in the conference. In the community health track. there was a
strong sense of urgency for continuing and beginning public health studies. Participants in both
the ecological and occupational health tracks expressed concern about gaps in existing data.
Some logistical problems were noted by attendees, such as stovepiping the conference so no
cross-fertilization occurred between tracks. Abstracts are available on the Internet and
proceedings will be available in June or July. Merilyn Reeves noted that the Board co-sponsored
the Health of the Site meeting. During closing remarks of the Health of the Site meeting,
Merilyn Reeves noted her pleasure at the large and diverse attendance at the meeting and the

quality of topic and presentation. She urged that the meeting become an annual event under the
same independent organizational leadership.

AGENDA ITEM #2: APPROVE NOVEMBER MEETING SUMMARY

Madeleine Brown, Fluor Daniel Hanford (Hanford Work Force), asked that it be clarified that

Pam Brown did attend the November Board meeting. Other editorial changes were provided and
will be made.

AGENDA ITEM #3: TPA CHANGE PACKAGE - 200 AREA SOILS REMEDIATION
STRATEGY
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Merilyn Reeves asked the Board to review the draft advice included in the packet concerning the
Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) change package for 200 Area soils remediation for consideration the
following day.

Board Discussion

After further discussion on specific wording changes. the advice. as revised, was adopted. It is
Consensus Advice #82.

AGENDA ITEM #4: VADOSE ZONE CHARACTERIZATION

Ralph Patt, Oregon Department of Energy (State of Oregon), introduced draft advice which
recommends drilling a slant well to further characterize the vadose zone at the SX Tank Farm.
There is concern that cesium found in other wells in the SX Farm was dragged down the side of
vertical boreholes. Drilling a slant borehole allows access to a larger area, less chance of
dragging down contamination, and the ability to reach under the tanks. Also. slant drilling
moves workers outside of the tank farm, which increases safety. The advice does not address the
need for a long-term strategy for characterizing the vadose zone.

Ralph expressed concern about a letter sent to Tom Carpenter. Government Accountability
Project (Hanford Work Force), from John Brodeur, MacTec. (Attachment 2) regarding the drafi
advice. The letter expresses concern that the drilling of a slant borehole is a premature action
since a vadose zone characterization plan has not been completed. In addition, concern was
expressed that certain experts on vadose zome characterization had not been included in
developing the recommendations regarding slant drilling that are referenced in this advice.
Ralph expressed his desire to get enough data to conduct a risk assessment, which might be
accomplished with the slant well drilling. Also, all experts were invited to meetings and a
number of highly-qualified people were heard from in the development of the advice. The
purpose of the advice is to tell DOE to “get on with i” and characterize the vadose zone.

Board Discussion

Tom Carpenter thanked Ralph Patt for his invaluable contributions to the Board and his efforts to
advance the vadose zone characterization program. He requested that the advice add a sentence
which recommends completing a vadose zone characterization plan before slant well drilling is
undertaken. Mike Grainey, Oregon Department of Energy (State of Oregon), expressed the

position that the letter written by John Brodeur is disgraceful and requested that the Board not
consider it in developing the advice.

Greg deBruler, Columbia River United (Regional Citizen, Environmental. and Public Interest
Organizations), stated his opinion that based on the information presented to the Environmental
Restoration Committee and the Board, he is not comforiable recommending that slant well
drilling in the SX Farm is the best option for vadose zone characterization. It would be more
cost-effective for the US. Department of Energy (DOE) to conduct a vadose zone
characterization plan before drilling any more wells. Tom Engel. Umiversity of Washington
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(University), agreed with Tom and Greg’s carlier comments on broadening the advice. Stan
Sobczyk, Nez Perce Tribe (Tribal Governments), agreed with the advice and suggested
broadening it to telling DOE that additional welis, such as at the BX Farm which is closer to the
River, need to be drilled.

Harold Heacock, Tri-Cities Industrial Development Council (L.ocal Business Interests), reminded
the Board that an expert panel recommended that a slant well be drilled at the SX Farm and no
information has been presented which would change that recommendation. Jim Watts said that
slant drilling is a well-known technology, especially in the o1l industry. Also, having data that
show contamination is traveling might assist in obtaining funding for further studies. Betty
Tabbutt, Washington League of Women Voters (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public
Interest Organizations), suggested that the advice include a statement that while slant drilling is
necessary to collect data, it is also essential that the source term for the contamination is stopped.

Greg deBruler suggested that the Board continue gathering information on this issue before
adopting the advice. Charles Kilbury. City of Pasco (Local Government Interests), stated his
opinion that Ralph’s experience and knowledge are the best expertise the Board has and so the
Board shouid adopt the advice as Ralph has recommended. Gerry Pollet, Heart of America
Northwest (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest Organizations), suggested that
the advice be expanded to include a vadose zone characterization plan, a request to increase the
funding for this effort. consideration of contamination under the BX Tank Farm, and concerns
about program management. He also asked that the advice include language that it is shocking
that DOE now says groundwater is contaminated with tank wastes but there will be no major
changes in the program. Norma Jean Germond (Public-at-Large) and Gordon Rogers (Public-at-
Large) both spoke in favor of adoption the advice as currently written.

Action on Agenda Item 4 - Vadose Zone Characterization

David Schafer, DOE, clarified that the charter for the vadose zone partnering team is being
worked out. but DOE 1s still looking for input from individuals. Betty Tabbutt expressed
concern about the definition of the partnering approach and suggested postponing advice on that
particular issue. Ralph Patt suggested that the Board does not want to fose its representation on
any type of team approach to the vadose zone characterization and so referring to the Board’s
desire to be involved might be appropriate. Tom Engel stated that the advice should be
broadened to include a vadose zone characterization plan. Ben Floyd, Benton County (l.ocal
Government Interest), questioned what was the major policy issue being addressed by this
advice. Ralph Patt responded that this advice is saying to get on with vadose zone
characterization, using a specific tool. Pam Brown expressed concern that this piece of advice is

oo detailed and diminishes the credibility of the Board, especially when this advice has been
offered before.

Gerry Pollet suggested an altermative statement to address the requests to inciude a
recommendation to conduct a vadose zone characterization plan. Gordon Rogers suggested that
the advice include a recommendation on where DOE should obtain the funds to do this work.
because the Board is remiss in its responsibility if it does not say where the money should come
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from. Jim Watts suggested that this might be an opportunity to request additional funds and that
the State of Oregon might also want to suggest this to its Congressional delegation. Mike
Grainey added that the Oregon delegation has been supportive of this issue for a long time and
stressed the importance of the Board adopting this advice. With the recent DOE statement that

groundwater is contaminated below the tanks, there is an increased urgency to get on with
characterizing the vadose zone.

After further discussion on specific wording changes, the advice, as revised, was adopted. It is
Consensus Advice #83.

AGENDA ITEM #5: HANFORD SAFETY CULTURE

Tom Carpenter introduced draft advice on the Hanford safety culture, which was also discussed
at the last Board meeting. As currently written, the advice addresses a major policy issue of
safety culture, has a short concise description of the problem. and what should be done to address
Hanford’s waning safety culture. The advice encourages DOE to review U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulations and begin incorporating some of their requirements.

Board Discussion

After further discussion on specific wording changes, the advice, as revised, was adopted. [t is
Consensus Advice #81.

AGENDA ITEM #6: TIMELINE FOR PUBLIC INPUT TO THE FY 2000 BUDGET
PRIORITIZATION (IPL) AND 2006 PLAN PROCESSES FOR 1998

Draft advice on coordination of public review periods for the FY2000 budget Integrated Priority
List (IPL) and the 2006 Plan was introduced and Board members were asked to review it for
discussion on the following day.

Board Discussion

No comments were received from Board members. The advice, as presented, was adopted. It is
Consensus Advice #80.

AGENDA ITEM #7: HAB SELF-EVALUATION

Gerry Hess (Public-at-Large) summarized the results of the Board’s 1997 self-evaluation
(Attachment 3). The results were summarized by a group of Board members, including Gerry,
Chuck Potter, Benton-Franklin Regional Council (Local Government [nterests), and Mary Lou
Blazek, Oregon Department of Energy (State of Oregon). While the responses provided overall
favorable responses about the Board, there were several areas for improvement. such as fewer
and more meaningful pieces of advice and showing more respect towards the public, presenters.
and each other. The chair received high marks as being cffective, building consensus. and
representing the Board well. The facilitation team is responsive to the Board’s needs and carries
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a large work load. There were suggestions that the team needed to help focus issues for the
Board and build relationships among Board members and between agency personnel. The
agencies received mixed reviews. Direct support provided to the Board received positive marks.

However, there was disagreement about the effectiveness of agencies’ presentations to the Board
and committees.

Areas for improvement included avoiding micromanagement of DOE and focusing on major
policy issues. While these improvements were strongly identified in the responses, there was a
sense that there remains disagreement on what is meant by “micromanagement” and “major
policy issues.” Nearly every response stated that the committees should be restructured, but
there was no consensus on how it should happen. A significant percent felt that Health, Safety,
and Waste Management Committee covers a broad number of issues while the Environmental
Restoration Committee has too narrow of a focus. There were strong suggestions for improving
how the Board conducts public outreach. In addition to the summary provided by Gerry, a
consolidation of all the responses was also provided to Board members (also in Attachment 3).

PUBLIC COMMENT

Joe Hanson introduced himself as an exposed worker in the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP)
accident and thanked the Board for keeping this matter on its agenda and working towards
resolving it. Gai Oglesbee expressed her concern about the medical care being provided to the
exposed workers by both DOE and Fluor Daniel Hanford. Virgil Donovan, chair of Citizens
Against Nuclear Warfare, questioned the need to restart the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) and
whether it would be large enough to replenish the entire U.S. stockpile. If not, then the facility
should neither be restarted nor expanded to replenish the entire stockpile.

AGENDA ITEM #8: MAINTAINING CLEANUP PROGRESS

Louise Dressen, Envirolssues, set the stage for the workshop on maintaining cleanup progress.
Recent discussions have focused on what is the current path for the clean up of Hanford and the
TPA and the challenges for maintaining cleanup progress. The purpose of the workshop was to
focus on where cleanup is today, where it should be going, and how it is going to reach that end
point. The goals of the workshop were to come up with a simple statement of what are the most
urgent policy issues for the Board to focus the Board’s work, develop a definition of why these

are important, and determine what the Board can do to bring about policy changes and move
cleanup forward.

Questions asked and responses given by Board members during the smali-group discussions in
the workshop and captured on flipcharts are included in Appendix 1.

The Board also heard from each of the agencies on its perspectives on the key issues facing
cleanup and how the Board can help the agencies move forward on these issues. The top issues
which DOE will be looking at in FY 98 are to move forward with spent fuel, tank retrieval and
vitrification, and plutonium stabilization. Overarching these top three priorities, DOE has to
look at how they will be achieved and how to meet TPA compliance. DOE will also be faced
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with the situation when. even with the best possible efforts, there is still not enough funding
available.

The Board must remain focused on the site cleanup, including the TPA and what it is trying to
accomplish. This can be accomplished by not using the committees as additional advisory
boards and not focusing on issues which detract from the top issues recognized to have the
highest priority. John Wagoner reminded the Board that while DOE continues to strive for
efficiency, every time an efficiency is implemented, there is a worker adversely affected. The
Board has assisted in many areas over the years, such as making the budget understandable to the
public and bringing together a regional perspective in an organized fashion. However. it has to
prioritize what issues it will be addressing in the future and not be distracted.

Mike Wilson, Ecology, stated that of all the issues, the tanks and spent fuel continue to be at the
top of the agency’s list of concerns. For the long-, mid-, and short-term, they must all be
removed and the fuels and sludge moved away from the River. It is necessary to recognize that
there are budget problems and that critical projects must be funded. However, budget is no
excuse for missing milestones. The TPA should be driving the budget decisions. not vice versa.
For the Board and Ecology to get embroiled in finding more money versus more efficiencies can
detract from the priority issue of getting the job done and holding DOE accountable.

One of the ways the Board can assist in moving cleanup forward is to assist in fostering the
notion that the cleanup is possible. With so much pessimism and negativity about cleanup
progress, it is difficult to get funding even for the most urgent projects. This will require
focusing on results and revising the phrase “get on with it” to “get done with it.” What this
means 1s that every action must be closely examined to see how it impacts getting cleanup done,
not just increasing process. The Board’s greatest strength and weakness is the number of

nterests working towards one goal. Ecology would like the Board’s advice to be more focused
and reduced in quantity.

Doug Sherwood. EPA. reiterated the tremendous value the Board has provided to the three
agencies who will continue to need it. Where the agencies, the Board, and contractors have
worked together to form consensus, there has been success. The highest priority for the Board is
to remain focused on the budget, the budget process, and how those dollars are being spent.
Progress must be sustained along the River, including the reactors and removal of spent fuels.
Also, protecting and utilizing the Central Plateau area is an important issue. There are important
decisions to be made about what waste gets disposed there from Hanford and what would be the
cumulative risks associated with that. An area of integration is technology development into the
cleanup process. Interim safe storage is being noticed by Congress because it is using
technologies and moving cleanup forward. The Board needs to hold the agencies accountable for

how they do their jobs and what they are getting accomplished. Clear assignment of issues to
committees would help EPA in working with the Board.

Board Discussion
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Tom Carpenter questioned whether the advice being provided to DOE is useful in the way it is
being presented. John Wagoner responded that the advice needs to be clear about what it is
saying. For instance, if the advice repeats earlier advice, clearly state that and if there is a gap in
what is being done, say it is missing. Betty Tabbutt expressed her frustration with the continuing
disconnect between DOE and the Board on what is effective public involvement. For example,
the announcements of the public hearings on FFTF do not clearly state what the purpose of the
meetings really are. John responded that the input from the Board has helped DOE improve its

public involvement process and apologized if this particular meeting announcement falls short of
the Board’s expectations.

Tom Enget expressed concern that the Board is not portraying a positive attitude about cleanup
and thus it is difficult to justify the large budget. However, putting positive spins on urgent
issues downplays what 1s left to be done at the site. For example, the recent press releases on
groundwater contamination said that the problem poses no immediate danger. This does not
encourage Congress to give funds to solve the problem. Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action
League (Regional Citizen, Environmental., and Public Interest Organizations), asked for feedback
from the agencies on how the Board should structure its committees. Mike Wilson said that the
committee structure needs to ensure that the right people are in the room at the same time to
discuss a particular issue. The committees should focus on high policy questions. lohn Wagoner
reminded the Board that committees should not become mini-advisory groups.

Dirk Dunning, Oregon Department of Energy (State of Oregon), expressed his concern that
accepted technologies are not being deployed at Hanford and this is delaying cleanup progress.
Hanford has had successes in demonstrating innovative technologies, but has been unsuccessful
in using them at full-scale. John Wagoner stated that the sites are being asked to be very specific

about how technologies can be used at the sites and integrated in Records of Decision as the
2006 Plan is prepared.

George Kyriazis, City of Kennewick (Local Government Interest), asked for the agencies’
opinion on what the uitimate goal of cleanup should be. John Wagoner agreed that cleanup is
difficult to define, but that it is a process to ensure that, for the way the site will be used in the
future, there will not be danger from contaminants on the surface or in the groundwater or soil.
Mike Wilson agreed with John’s statement. Doug Sherwood reminded the Board of the Future
Site Uses Working Group’s designation for certain areas of the site and how it is being used to
measure what cleanup should be. However, what clean up should be in the 200 Area is still
undecided. George also questioned when the disposition maps will be made available to the
public so the public can be informed about what is occurring. Also, at the recent site-specific
advisory board chairs’ meeting in Dallas, there was discussion about groundwater contamination
problems at Brookhaven, which is also being faced by Hanford. Should DOFE be pulling together
a special 1ask force to resolve the most common problems faced by the sites? John Wagoner

responded that DOE has formed the ““focus areas™ which address common problems and invest in
technologies to meet the most common problems.

Paige Knight, Hanford Watch and Hanford Action of Oregon (Regional Citizen, Environmental,
and Public Interest Orgamzations), expressed her concern that not all members can participate in
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the committees because they are volunteers on the Board and must work during the times the
committees meet. A solution to this might be to reimburse volunteer members for their time.
Paige also expressed concern with the responses to Betty Tabbutt’s earlier statement of
ineffective public involvement. Not acknowledging the issues surrounding the FFTF TPA

change package will not bring all the opinions and concerns to the public meetings which is not
effective public involvement.

On Friday, Louise Dressen summarized the workshop discussions, including the most urgent
issues which remain at Hanford. They include:

e Tank waste retrieval/vitrification
* Removal of fuel, water, and sludge from K Basins
e Protect the River and groundwater
— Contain/remove groundwater plumes
— Understand vadose zone
— Eliminate/contain source terms
— Complete cleanup along the River
e (Clean up and transition of high-risk facilities
* Management for results
—~  Clear, streamlined decision-making
— More cleanup for the dollars
- Clear path forward, schedule, accountability
¢ Predictable and adequate cleanup budgets
Protection of worker safety
¢ TPA compliance

Merilyn Reeves stated that the Board’s progress report and the annual progress report in the Tri-
City Herald are two major opportunities for the Board to deliver its message to a wide audience.
The topics discussed by the Board during the workshop should be included in those two articles.
Louise reminded the Board that as these urgent issues continue to be discussed. a work plan
could be developed for the Board as a way to continue focusing on the most urgent cleanup
issues. Susan Leckband, NUMATEC (Hanford Work Force), suggested that the committces

consider the discussion about the above most urgent issues when discussing issues to maintain a
high policy level focus.

Pam Brown suggested that the importance of worker health and safety within the most urgent
tssues should be a general statement of the Board. Todd Martin suggested that another
overarching theme would be TPA compliance. Tom Woods, Yakama Indian Nation (Tribal
Governments), expressed concern that the urgent issues are stovepiped. similar to DOE
programs, and that the Board needs to look comprehensively at the site and how one arca affects
another. Norma Jean Germond suggested adding another overarching issue of cultural resources

protection. Madeleine Brown expressed concern that the most urgent issues list needs to be kept
short and not be expanded to every favorite topic.
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Betty Tabbutt stated her opinion that it is difficult to be optimistic about progress when issues,
such as the tank waste retrieval, have fallen so far behind schedule. Randy Smith. EPA,
commented that there are urgent issues for which there is little progress, however, it is important
to remember where progress has been made. This includes the refocusing on cleanup along the
River and eliminating the liquid discharges to the site. These are success stories which need to
be remembered. Tom Woods stated that cleanup along the River needs to include more than just

moving dirt, but an understanding of how many curies are being moved and whether strontium is
no longer moving towards the River.

It was suggested and agreed that the existing committees will discuss potential ideas for a new
committee structure during their upcoming meetings, an ad hoc group will be put together during
January to develop a recommendation, and that it will be discussed at the February Board
meeting. It was also agreed that the list presented above summarizing the most urgent cleanup
issues would be presented as the output of the workshop and will be the focus of the Board’s
work over the next year. The Yakama Indian Nation abstained from the agreement.

AGENDA ITEM #10: POSSIBLE UPDATES

Alice Murphy, DOE, told the Board that DOE is preparing a new site performance report which
will be a monthly report giving summary and detailed level of reporting on how each project is
doing on cost performance against the baseline, TPA performance, and contractor performance

against the baseline. A copy of the report is in the public reading room and will be available on
the Internet.

The FY’98 allocations were presented (A¢tachment 4) to the Board based on a meeting held with
Al Alm before Thanksgiving. An additional $35 million was added to the total Environmental
Management appropriation, of which $13 million was given to the TWRS program. Hanford
received an additional $6 million in the Environmental Restoration appropriation, but it is still
being determined for what that additional money can be used. The total request for privatization
was $427 million for Hanford, but only $115 million was appropriated. This will cover FY 98
ongoing work. When the privatization bids are received in January, then the impact of not
receiving the full request will be better known.

There was a general site-wide reduction of $55 million, of which $12 million was reduced from
Hanford’s budget. Complex-wide requirements for Environmental Management were reduced
$47 million, of which $11 million was for Hanford. Hanford’s Environmental Management
programs were reduced $4 million from its budget request for FY’98. Hanford’s budget was
reduced another $12 million for “national” programs, $312 mitlion for TWRS privatization. and
$202 million for future construction funding from its budget request.

Information on the long-term plan for the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) was provided to the
Board (Attachment 5). Dirk Dunning raised concerns that the long-term plan for PFP include
taking some plutonium from Rocky Flats. Pete Knollmeyer. DOE, responded that the original
vision for the PFP was to send the plutonium to Savannah River, which would also take Rocky
Flats® plutonium. Howecver, the vault at Savannah River will not be ready in time to take Rocky

Hanford Advisory Board
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Flats’ waste and an alternative would be to send it to Hanford until it could be sent to Savannah
River. This could potentially save $1.3 billion. However, this is just an alternative and will not
happen unless there is funding and stakeholder buy-in.

Charlie Hansen, DOE, reported that the public comment period for the Solid Waste
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been extended, at the request of Oregon, for another
six weeks (Attachment 6). Gerry Pollet questioned whether DOE would be taking the comments
provided at the National Dialogue pilot workshops as part of the input to the Solid Waste EIS.
Charlie agreed that DOE would and asked Gerry to submit a letter requesting that it happen.
Gerry also questioned the nature of the connection between the Solid Waste EIS and the Waste
Management Programmatic EIS. A concern has been raised that in the Contractors Integration
Report, there is a proposal to ship waste to Hanford, however, that is not being considered in the
Solid Waste EIS. Charlie responded that nothing can go into planning that is not covered in the
baseline. Gerry suggested that under NEPA, DOE is required to consider the potential and
cumulative impacts related to decisions, including those under consideration.

Tom Woods mentioned that the Yakama Indian Nation has been working with DOE as a
cooperating agency in preparing for the Solid Waste EIS. Dirk Dunning agreed with Gerry's
earlier concerns that the Solid Waste EIS is relying on issues that are included in the Waste
Management Programmatic EIS, which is not out for public review. Ben Floyd suggested that
the Solid Waste EIS include the fact that other sites are considering sending waste to Hanford.
Allison Wright, DOE, stated that Hanford will be looking at implementing any decisions which
are specific to Hanford, which will begin with the baseline of current waste generation. Then,
other potential waste generation sources will be asked for their life-cycle projections. The
Records of Decision for the Waste Management Programmatic EIS will be coming out in 1998
and will be incorporated in the Solid Waste EIS as they become available. Max Power, Ecology,
suggested that the discussion strongly points to the fact that, in considering what is going to be in
the Solid Waste EIS, DOE should recognize the way it interiocks with other processes. Also, the

public is going to need information that it is not necessarily avatlablc today or is being planned to
be made available.

After discussion, it was agreed that the Iebruary Board meeting will be a two-day meeting, of
which the first day will focus on TWRS, and the second day will be spent mostly on the FY 2000
budget and 2006 Plan. and the remainder on framing questions on spent fuel. Also to be
considered at the next Board meeting is the membership of the Executive Committee in order to
matintain regional balance. The April Board meeting will focus in more detail on spent fuel.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Gai Oglesbee discussed her activities at Hanford and the areas that she is most concerned about,

including worker health and safety. She also stressed the importance of a strong information
network to educate the public on how Hanford impacts their lives.

Ray Isaacson expressed his disappointment that the public comment period was held late in the
Board meeting when there was no longer a quorum of Board members. He also stated his

HHanford Advisory 3oard
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opinion that the Board should be offering major policy advice and not micromanaging DOE. For
example, the Board’s advice on slant well drilling was too technical, instead the Board should be
telling DOE to conduct a vadose zone characterization plan.

Hanford Advisory Board Pape 12
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Attachments

Attendance Sheets

Letter to Tom Carpenter from John Brodeur regarding Review of HAB Draft Advice
HAB Self-Evaluation Responses

DOE-RL FY 1998 EM Budget Allocations

PFP Vision and Path Forward

Notice of Intent to Prepare a Hanford Site Solid Waste Program EIS

A
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APPENDIX 1

Small Group Discussions Questions & Responses
(For Discussion Purposes Only Not Consensus Advice)

1.

What progress has been made at Hanford to stabilize and clean-up the site?

Environmental Restoration (ER)

Hanlord Advisory Board
Revised Meeting Summary

ER and facilities transition areas

~ Like groundwater pump and treat

— Doesn’t like moving earth, scarring environment

— Favor safe interim storage

ER potential big ticket item

ER activities from 100 to 200 Areas

Less contaminants have been cleaned up 1*

Contamination clean-up not 1n tanks or groundwater

Board influential in refocusing along the river and the 200 Area was sacrificed

Contaminated soil clean-ups

Move contaminated soil away from river

Hot spots cleaned up

Contaminated earth moved out

Soil movement visible, can count truck loads

Along the River

100 Area soils removed

ERDF

Clean-up of the 100 Area started/ERDF

Opened ERDF

ERDF - progress only if we can show we have removed contaminants

ERDF - not right facility - misrepresents progress, remaining curies

—~  Number of loads are less than they could be = inefficient because of poor management:
need contingency plan for decreased funding

100 Area - protection of the River

Have we reduced the source term or just moved the dirt from the river? Not eliminating

contamination

Good progress in soils cleanup in the 100 Area - contaminated earth moved to the

Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF), groundwater pump and treat operation,

carbon tetrachloride vadose zone extraction and C Reactor moth balling

Groundwater pump and treat carbon tetrachloride

Carbon tetrachloride clean-up

Volatile organics addressed

Pump and treat of groundwater (carbon tetrachloride, LL. strontium-90. chromium)

Cleaned North Slope (almost)

Half the site being removed from NPL

Fimshed clean-up of 1100 Area, 300 Area, and North Slope

Page 14
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» There has been progress at the 1100 and 100 Areas, the Effluent Treatment Disposal Facility
(ETDF) is now operational, groundwater monitoring wells have been installed. CO18, Waste
Receiving and Packaging (WRAP) facility, WIIZ, WO58, WO30, TEDF
Outlying area (1100 Area, North Slope)

e 1100/And Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE)/North Slope

Waste Management
Stop discharges of liquid effluents to soil
Ceased discharge of contaminated liquids to the soil columns via the HEC projects
Stopping liquid discharges (3)
Ceasing discharge to ground
Waste streams have been stopped in the soil columns
Eliminated groundwater discharge
Treating radioactive liquids waste - 200, 300 Areas
Making progress on removing material from K Basins
Closing PUREX
— Success is penalized for closure of facility
— Still work to be done on PUREX
» K Basins was to be success story
— Did not have a clue (over budget, behind schedules)
— Only progress if fuel removed
Tank evaporation back-up
1018Y under control
101-SY mixer pump; tank monitoring improvements; tank characterization
54 million gallons tank waste left
Need to look at management of tanks
Waste/sludge from tanks and stabilized
Reduced risk of tank explosion (101-SY)
Tank characterization progress
Tank characterization. Moving ahead
Cross site transfer line {2)
WRAP I

Facilities - Decontamination and Decommissioning
¢ Decontamination and decommissioning
* Removal and decontamination progress
— Progress pictures
— 1100 facilities have been removed
¢ Number of buildings decontaminated
Facility transition
Deactivated U Plani and PUREX
Decontamination and decommissioning (PUREX. C Reactor, F Reactor Plan)
Reducing mortgages (PUREX, UOQ;, C Reactor)
PUREX is done. Significant removal of curies - not complete.

Hanford Advisory Board
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PUREX

Facility closures, i.e. PUREX

Building clean-up (PUREX)

Stop weapons/waste producing buildings (N Reactor, PUREX)
Did not restart PFP

Management
e Produced a lot of studies and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents
e Better understanding of scope and requirements
* Where is managerial support on getting the job done?
— No clear objections
— Avenues not set

Budget
Public access to budget

[ ]
¢ Public input to budget

¢ Reduce expensive up-keep and maintenance

s Amount of money in regard to the amount of clean-up

o What do they do with the money?

— Huge amounts of money spent on projects (Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS))
Getting enough “bang for the buck”

Need adequate money to clean-up correctly

— Need to prepare to clean-up

- Clean-up is a process

Outside Influence
¢ Opening to external regulation
¢ Formation of TPA
¢ Formation of TPA
— Hold DOE accountable for clean-up - only lever
Formation of HAB (2)
Board has to stay for progress
Public involvement - HAB being used as a conception. What are the actions from HAB
advice? Would like to see Board more forceful and confrontational.
e John Wagoner, DOE-RL, strong proponent of Board
e Board needs to be helpful
e More information advantage to public
— A means, not an end
¢ Outside interests impacting activities at the site

Other

® Reducing health and safety risk

e Debate on where urgent risks are
e Alot of risks at Hanford |

Hanford Advisory Board
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Very little

Change in mission

Easy stuff worth $7 billion (little to clean-up); changing site missions

DOE more cognizant of contracting methods

What is real clean-up?

Little motion to take a hard look at clean-up (Site Technology Coordination Group)

Have had no “end states™ defined: Interim yes but not when DOE walks away; Focus on “end

states” otherwise we don’t know where we are (attributes of a finished project): cannot hold
anyone accountable for an interim process

— Interim Safe Storage okay for end state
¢ Definition of progress

2. What are the most important things that are left to be done to stabilize and clean up the

site?
K Basins
e K Basins (3)
e Spent fuel
» K Basin spent fuel removal (3)
¢ Treatment of K Basins spent fuel
» K Basins (near term) removal of fuel. water, and sludge
* Removal and treatment of fuel from the K Basins (5 years)
e Stabilize spent nuclear fuel - send to geologic repository
L J

Cleanup of K Basins - goes with spent nuclear fuel stabilization

Tank Waste Remediation System
TWRS

Build and operate vitrification plant

Tanks

Tank waste retrieval (3)

Tanks - high mortgage

TWRS - privatization (retrieval and vitrification)
Vitrify tank waste (2)

Retrieval and stabilization of tanks

Tank wastes (5-10 years) retrieval and vitrification
e Vitrify and characterize tank waste

e Tank clean up and closure

¢ & & 0 & » 2

Vadose Zone/Groundwater/River

+ Clean up sources of contamination (reactors. etc. on River (N. cte.))
e Clean up sources of contamination near the River

¢ Complete cleanup along the Columbia River (2)
[ ]

Eliminate source terms (near and long-term) to protect groundwater and River:
contain/remove plumes

lanford Advisory Board
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e & & & 8 & & & 8 8 & & 09

Stabilize and remove sources of contaminants other than tanks - if not done - cost higher later
Dig up and stabilize burial ground waste

Develop interim barriers to prevent migration of contaminants (buy time)

Determine vadose zone risks in all areas - focus on 200 Area, 100 Area

Clean up vadose zone

Characterize tanks and vadose zone

Vadose zone contamination and tanks to protect Columbia River (“show stopper for site™)
Protection of groundwater

Stop further contamination of groundwater

Prevent flow of contaminant plumes to Columbia River

Stop contaminated groundwater

Clean contaminated groundwater

Immediate threat to the River

Need to protect the River (2)

Facilities

Interim storage of reactors

Bury the reactors (long-term)

Decommissioning of reactors and processing facilities
Facilities transition

Complete transition of high-risk facilities

Clean up and tear down PFP, 300 Area, and canyons
Complete closure (long-term) of canyon facilities
Canyons

PFP mothballing

PFP

Stabilize plutonium at PFP

Clean up of old facilities especially those contaminated with plutonium
Clean up of 324 Building

Risk and Health and Safety

Identify safety risks

High risks

Health risk

Economic risk (2)

Public health and worker safety

Management

Hanford Advisory Board
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The overwhelming number one thing to do is fix broken management
Timely decisions

Clear definition to contractor to get the job done
Rewards (fees tied to results)

Desired results should be clearly outlined up front and then DOE should back off
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e DOE-RL needs to take advantage of delegation opportunitics coming from DOE:-
Headquarters (strong leadership at DOE-RL)

¢ A need for strong management to get results

e Accountability

Management for results; clear/streamiined decision making: get more cleanup for money;

clear path forward

Turnover of DOE’s old guard

Need new agency

Same people - ex-Energy Research and Development Administration
Improve program efficiency

Removal of DOE managers who fail to implement Columbia River Comprehensive Impact
Assessment (CRCIA) process

¢ Removal of DOE managers based on side politics rather than sound/good business judgment
* Board does not push DOE to be accountable (contractor and labor structure)

Planning
¢ Change from study to do

» Major program areas should be broken down into a year by vear list of necessary items to be
completed in order to meet the 2006 Plan

Schedule, accountability, predictable and adequate cleanup budgets versus minimum safc
Implementation of CRCIA - a comprehensive cleanup strategy

Regional assessment (CRCIA) is necessary

Site needs to be looked at comprehensively

Feeling that mission and vision has been lost

Pick visible, achievable goals each year

®» & & 5 & »

Other

e Real progress

e High mortgage

¢ Nattonal responsibility to clean up site

e It no progress on the big items, people will lose faith

e Mission changed, cuiture did not

» Do not start weapons production or processing

= Institutionalize greater openness, public involvement, etc.
Intersite waste transfer

Stakeholder versus sharcholder (corporations) interests and values
e No new nuclear mission

+ Institutional problem

e Need to extract bad attributes of culture

Impacts on region from “end states” (need headlights on cleanup to know where it is going )
Mortgage reductions (interim solution) - hits highest risks

Need to tell Congress extent of problems at Hanford

Restore disturbed land - cleanup means restoration - ER end goal

Hanford Advisory Board
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udget

o Budget should come out of Department of Defense - they make it, they clean it up

e Prioritize in light of budget cuts

¢ Stabilized cleanup budget that is adequate

o Integrated budget planning

TPA

¢ TPA compliance and negotiation

3. What does it really mean to clean up the site?

e Our legal standard (at a minimum)

¢ Clean-up 1s not walking away

* Not putting a fence up

e Having options for future use everywhere except the 200 Areca

¢ Review strategic plan end states from 1996

e Use iterative approach

s Best that you can do, recognizing that the technology is not there for every waste type

¢ Protection of cultural and natural resources

¢ Nolonger a hazard to human health and safety and the environment

e Meet applicable, relevant and appropriate regulations (ARARs)

e Future Site Uses Working Report (FSUWG) Report with stakeholder buy-in (2)

o Highest degree of clean-up possible, given the financial and technical restraints. for future
generations

e Highest degree of cleanup possible for future generations

» Leave campsite cleaner than you found it (or as close as you can get)

¢ Focus on interim steps that don’t preclude future improvements: clean up is a process

¢ (Containment of contamination

» What's left doesn’t pose threat to health safety, environment, regional economics

» Have options for future uses (except 200 Areas)

o Meet ARARs

e Leave campsite cleaner than you found it - Hanford not a campsite

o Clean when you can turn over land to others and there is no need to ask what remains to hurt
them (not realistic - prevents people from wanting to start)

* Process leading toward agreed upon intermediate or end state (moral obligation)

¢ Wastes don’t harm anyone/anything or go anywhere (other uses possible)

e There when we are using Hanford constructively and safely

o Each site is destgnated for certain use

e Cleaned up when standards for that area met

e Others may be defining what clean-up is for us

L ]
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Done when all recasonable risks to human health and environment are identified and
remediated

First Steps
— Solidify tank wastes
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— Recapture spent nuclear fuel at K Basins
— Restoration of K Basins
¢ Liquid waste out of the tanks in a stable form (3)
Not grouting tanks
Fuel and sludges out of the K Basins
Fuel/sludge/water out of K Basin
All operating facilities are closed
Long-term containment of contaminants in the soil and groundwater (including solid waste
disposal trenches)
» Ensure that groundwater does not continue to be affected
¢ Surface clean-up

¢ Successes: That agencies attending the committee meetings may be more/as useful as the
advice

4. What is or could hold up progress on this issue for Hanford clean-up?

Management/Leadership

¢ Management

Bad management - "Bureaucratic Beirut”

Lack of strong leadership to demand results on high risk issues (e.g. TWRS)

Weak teadership at DOE-Headquarters and site and contractors and Congress

Lack of management decision-making, management performance, accountability, leadership
DOE management, decision making, and resulting performance

DOE-Headquarters (WAOCs confusion, lack of knowledgeable leadership)

Lack of understanding by national leadership (Administration. Congress) on the reasons why
it 1s important to clean up Hanford

Lack of accountability (4)

Consistency, continuity, appropriateness of those doing/managing clean-up

Can this management oversee clean-up?

Management “‘compartmentalization”/culture

Stove piping of problem and management

Stove piping attitudes among contractors and managers (all TPA parties)

Stove piping

Territorialism

DOE/contractors focused on keeping their “organizations™ alive versus accomplishing clean-
up; turf protection more important than progress; not seeing big picture; not willing to take
risks

* DOE and lab (Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL)) management opposition 10
the goals of clean-up

— Want national labs bomb mission back

DOE/contractor relationship foster “blaming”

Fee a competing driver with clean-up performance

Contractual terms setting up good contracts between DOE and private industry
Poorly written contracts

Hanford Advisory Board
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Lack of a clear delineated path(s) forward (cart before the horse)
e Lack of clear, delineated path forward
e Lack of clear path forward
~ Change of leadership significantly affects our clear path forward. No stability in
commitment and purpose
e Requirements not clearly defined before job starts
e Mismanagement in some cases
— Need to keep our eye on the goal and not on the means to get there
- Goal should stay same, mean may change over time
e Lack of consistency
¢ Bad communication

Other

* Scope of problems (clean-up challenge)

e Clean up is unknowns; first time experiences

e Complexity of issues (2)

» Complexity of tasks. technical challenges, unknowns, waiting for ultimate solutions/getting
all information

Unknown technical issues explode costs (first time experiences)

Cleanup different than production; cannot compare

New missions on new crisis

Lack of broad public understanding

Lack of key data for risk analysis

Cultural denial that risk exist; risks are penalized

Inability to articulate risks of both inaction and cleanup

Lack of national concern

Lack of regional and national focus

National/regional focus on cleanup

— Broad public understanding of risks and time frame of risk

~ Misperceptions of what is required

Attorney General and Congress pressure on Office of Management and Budget and DOLE
Wrong people doing cleanup

Worker morale

Loss of skilled workers and institutional memory

Institutional memory

Lack of worker safety and training

Long term clean-up will have impact on work force

Clear, measurable results

What $300 million used for (TWRS) if Board cannot understand problem
Too much time spent finding the “ultimate solution” before starting work

— Have number of unknowns focus on doing (not all unknowns addressed until begin
work); not solving “all” unknowns

¢ TWRS privatization (ability to set up a contract fair to DOE and industry)

Hanford Advisory Board
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e Perception of TWRS vitrification has solved problem versus treating 15 percent of best
characterized waste (some of the waste)

» Progress - taking care of tank waste and dealing with spent nuclear fuel

¢ Baby-sitting jobs need to be redefined

¢ K Basins

— No funds to build facility

— Issue raised late ‘80s

— Initially spent fuel in K Basins for next 20 years

-~ Progress - attitudinal changes

— Slowing due to technical issues: technical could result in greater dollars

— Not know how to solve problems

Disposition maps - identify waste transport without public process

Off-site waste coming to Hanford

Another explosion

Lack of involvement and trust in government decision making

Long-term high-level waste disposal

Institutional foot dragging

Technology
o Technological challenges

¢ Technological uncertainties/problems (problems that have never been solved before).
¢ Inadequate technologies

o Lack of technology, facility to handle waste

» Institutional framework inhibiting use of new technology
Budget

e Lack of adequate funding (3)

o Lack of resources

e Money/work scope

+ Money needed to achieve progress

* Not putting enough of total budget into cleanup

[ ]

Administration and Congress unwilling to commit the resources to tackle “hard”/resource
demanding cleanup problems

¢ Budget constraints (K Basins)

e Poor planning and poor usc of existing funds prevent us from getting more funds

» Excessive budget pressures that measure cleanup progress against the budget but ignore the
huge mortgage
— The mortgage needs to be highlighted when looking at the cleanup budget
— How much of the cost at the site is more due to lack of action

Regulatory Oversight
e Demand regulatory pressure on DOE contractors

e Request HAB or other lawyers provide legal summary (1-2 pages) of where teeth are in TPA
and then bite

Hanford Advisory Board
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Agencies need to periodically update TPA on home page

—~ TPA printed annually to tncorporate changes

— Symptom = lack of priority of supporting TPA

Not sure DOE-Headquarters knows what TPA is

Lack of commitment to TPA and to cleanup versus new missions/crises
Lack of will (asking for funding) to adhere to TPA

— DOQE-Headquarters not caring = no funding

— No accountability

Priorities/Goal

5.

We must all (Congress. DOE-Headquarters, and regulators) focus on end point and not on the
means besides safety)

Conlflicting/shifting priorities

No focus

Outcome is difficult to visualize

Priorities: defense versus cleanup seem to be out of sort

Lack of clarity and strategic planning

Circling rather than moving forward (toe much paperwork/process/indecision)

What should the HAB do to ensure that the key issues for cleanup are addressed?

Board Organization and Committees

Hanford Advisory Board
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Organize the Board

— To directly address decision making and DOE management impediments to progress

- Continue to focus on substantive issues (task forces with defined missions and end point)
Periodic review of Board structure and focus

Internal structure focusing on issues (TWRS, K Basins, River)
Implement ad hoc committees as necessary

Fundamental to Board success - identify committee structure
— Need to change culture of HAB

Create temporary budget group

Create ad hoc groups focusing on major policy issues (200 Arca. groundwater, compliance
and closure end states, budget)

Committees need to be structured in a way that will allow the HAB to see the site in a holistic
manner

A small ad hoc group will review new plans to determine their compliance with TPA, [HAB

values and principles

Continue discussion of committee structure and focus (issucs); workload; effectiveness

- Health, Safety and Waste Management - safety and health, TWRS privatization. facilities
(PFP, K Basins, canyons)

Restructure HAB organization

Current committee structure needs change/refocus

Use focus groups/task force to identify problem. develop advice, disband; specific duration:

status report to Board to give background to judge advice (getting sound bites)
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e Scrap existing committee structure and form task groups around issues: deal with issue,
provide message, cease

—  Why fix what is not broken
— Need existing/standing committees for accountability
— Perhaps need standing budget committee; TWRS needs a task force: should not be
addressed as part of a committee
- Existing committees provide institutional prodding
e Committee structure works because of dedicated individuals; role of issue managers
Task forces could be established when existing committees do not want to take up an issue
» How should Board direct/encourage committee? On two top issues {Spent Fuel/TWRS)
— Will be addressed?
— How will Board direct/guide/how committee addresses what issues
e If standing committees remain, need to examine how committees are addressing identified
key 1ssues
o Need distinction in function for committees; report to Board on strategic questions
e HAB needs to provide mission and feedback to committees
¢ Better define focus and scope of committees, include more Board participation in focusing on
1ssues to be addressed (TWRS. K Basins, groundwater/vadose zone)
» The Board will be asking different questions to ensure the committees and DOE are on the
right path and reaching the correct (agreed upon) end point
* HAB should form the strategy and the work done in committee should follow that strategy
— The committees should not be developing independent strategy
e Lack of meaningful information exchanges between committees
Lacking format to share issues/information across committees to provide more substantive
policy advice
Use committees more effectively
Keeping track by asking pointed questions - committee function
Committee deals with technical; Board deals with policy
How do you report committee findings
Have joint committee meetings
Need more meaningful exchanges/interactions between Board and commitlees
— Too many agencies
— 1% day meeting too short
— Broader committee presentation to Board

Advice
Board needs time to develop common informational basis upon which advice is developed
Limit its advice. The advice will be more valuable
Provide sound and sensible advice on major policy issues and priorities
Send consistent, focused messages; what said before, what's the issuc
Make constructive criticism - what we want rather than how to do things
— Expectations for change
o Fewer pieces of more focused advice
— Separate out advice from background

Hanford Advisory Board
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— Aduvice piece first
— Distinguish DOE-RL from DOE-Headquarters
» Fewer pieces of more focused advice on major policy issues
— Advice piece first
— Then background
Include findings and information base for advice
+ How obtain more meaningful advice; develop around set of questions, for example
- [Is 1t focused on a key assessment; important issue; emerging issue
— Is it communicated the right way
- Have we said it before
e What does Board want to accomplish with a piece of advice; does it have an impact; what is
done with advice with constituents
e Develop performance measures for advice
e Performance measures for advice; expectations; audience
o Advice should include end goal, benefit, for whom and at what cost; questions to get right
answer
¢ No Board followup on agency’s response to advice
e Follow-up on how advice used or not and why
» Consensus advice, including program manager presence during discussions; followup
presentation to the HAB by the agency(s) explaining how they did (did not) implement the
advice with the rationale behind it
¢ HAB should demand a response to advice and followup and get reasons for not taking
recommendations (2)
Assess the adequacy of responses
Share advice with constituents
Are there forms other than advice (e.g., questions and answers. reports)
(et back to basics of information gathering/sharing
— Understand how TWRS spends budget
— How need outside technical “white papers”
— Better information forum to share what Board does/does not know about an issue
(currently - advice driven)
— Paulson Report
e Share among Board member first: may define need for technical assistance

Board Meetings

¢ Instead of responding, the Board should be setting the agenda

Act as a sounding board rather than always reaching consensus

Sounding board item on Board agenda screened by Executive Committee

Small group discussions are more meaningful than series of presentations on a number of
issues

Small group discussions among Board members and agencies

No time for Board diatogue (e.g., no time for Board dialogue on advice)

Subject matter and presentation should be in a way to ensure attention

Board meetings need to be meaningful; fragmentation; number of issues is not meaningful

¢ 8 o &
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e Board meetings superficial
— Chopped up agenda
— Lack of meaningful information exchange
o Given theme for a Board meeting; need strong committee involvement
e Suggestions
— 2/3 Board meeting be spent on 1 theme
—~ Fewer agency presentations
o Board agenda 1s currently juggling competing committee needs/issues
e Start meetings at noon and use more evening working sessions to increase public
involvement activities/opportunities
s Start at noon Thursday and do evening session: better public involvement (2-day meetings)
e  What about February meeting....look at TWRS, Spent Fuel, Budget?? (pick two themes)
—  What know, what need to know
— Small group discussions
— Need for committee work
— Need agency resources - baseline information prior to small group discussion
- Simple background paper distributed

Focus on Areas/Issues

HAB’s commitment, goals and mission need to be stable to get things done

Focus on important cleanup 1ssues (2)

Maintain focus on issues

Stay on target with major issues, but keep track of the little ones

Focus on particular 1ssue/issues

Focus on a major issue in concentrated effort to develop full understanding

Short list of critical issues with supporting information base (don’t drop other issues)

Major priority issues are being defined by time spent by committee on an issue

— DBoard gets a boiler plate presentation; not meaningful information

e Need to look at a balance between major i1ssues and emerging issues (ongoing committee
issucs)

* How does Board re-evaluate key Hanford cleanup issues? Is there a need?

e Re-evaluate priorities annually

» Frame questions on issue

o Comnut to limiting 1ssues going to HAB

¢ [carn to say no to certain issues

¢ Does Board have will to limit issues?
— Focus on policy issues

» How manage key issues so that one issue is not comprised at expense of others (e.g., TWRS.
Spent Fuel)

Board doing “easy things”; need to take a hard look at agenda and appropriate time frame
TPA must be met

Know TPA intimately

Implement legal compliance clauses of TPA

— Inertia constantly changing

Hanford Advisory Board
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e Cross-cutting 1ssues
— Vadose zone, management, public participation, health safety
» Safety and health is management issue
Disposition maps - issue
e Waste importation - issue
Develop criteria for acceptable solutions

o Tanks. vadose zone and K Basins - determine what is the real hold-up and issue

s HAB should send a clear message

e (lear sense of a strategy

¢ [f Board does not understand an issue, how can they communicate/obtain input from
constituents

Qutreach

¢ Stress moral obligation to clean up sites to both Congress and Administration
¢ Pressure on Congressional people for money

e [HAB time to strategize to pressure DOE-Headquarters and Congress

e Improve visibility of the Board

e Put Board activities and members in media (on specific issues) - Hanford Reach, Tri-City
Herald

¢ Questions and answers to share with constituents

Working with Agencies

» Get the policy makers to focus on the over-riding goal and include a list of items hindering
them from reaching the goal and suggested solutions

Take great interest in DOE’s critical path

Pressure on regulators to hold DOE/contractor to fire

Assure DOE begins actions and follows through to end

Ask pointed questions - challenge DOE

Periodic reports on agencies against pre-defined performance measures

Periodic report cards (evaluations) on DOE, EPA and Ecology with performance measures
specified up front, with continuing updates/evaluations on specific tasks

¢ Project managers present during discussions

Other

» Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSAB) summit (1998)
e Sponsor SSAB summit (SSAB’s control own agenda)
e Simple and efficient
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