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Executive Summarv 

Revised FY99/2000 Budgets 

The Hanford Advisory Board (Board) heard from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) on the 
current status of the FY99 and FY2000 budgets. The current House authorization bill for FY99 
proposes a cap of 33% on overheads and indirects. DOE' s current projections show a reduction 
of overhead and indirects costs to 30%. Additional funding may be available in FY99 for 
draining single-shell tanks, Final Safety Analysis Report implementation, flammable gas and 
organic safety, and reduction of vadose zone contamination. Funding for privatization is 
proposed to be reduced from the requested $330 million to $100 million. FY2000 funding 
targets show a total site udget of $961 million with a compliance gap of $222 million. This 
includes increased #/n('\C," -•estimates for the Spent Nuclear Fuel project, which have not been 
validated by DOE 

The Board appro ed 'draft advice prepared by the Dollars & Sense Committee on the FY2000 
budget, outlining continuing concerns about the level of funding for critical cleanup programs 
and for public involvement. 

Proposed Contract Reform 

The Board reviewed and approved a letter responding to a request for comments from DOE on 
proposed contract reform. The Board commented that provisional fee payment should not be 
encouraged as it detracts from the performance-based contracting measure. 

TWRS Vitrification 

The Board heard an update from DOE on the award of the Tank Waste Remediation System 
(TWRS) vitrification contract. DOE is currently in negotiations with BNFL to award a contract 
for design, construction, and operation of a treatment facility. The Board discussed the issues 
surrounding the privatization of tank waste treatment, including cost, schedule, regulatory 
oversight, and management. The Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) briefed the 
Board on the milestones and alternate path available to DOE should privatization not work. The 
Board agreed to take up this issue once the report outlining the terms of the contract with BNFL 
is submitted to Congress. 

Intersite Workshops 

Two workshops are scheduled in San Diego and Chicago to discuss the transfer of waste between 
DOE sites. They are meant as an opportunity for stakeholders and DOE to discuss what might be 
possible waste transfers to decreases risks to human health and the environment and cost. The 
Board will send one representative to both the San Diego and Chicago workshops. Individual 
Board members will be attending representing their constituencies. 
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New President of Fluor Daniel Hanford 

Ron Green was introduced as the new president of Fluor Daniel Hanford. He spoke of his 
experience relating to DOE facilities as well as other experience in the nuclear industry. He will 
focus on the high priority projects, including tank waste treatment and spent nuclear fuel. 

Spent Fuel Cost, Schedule, and Management 

The Board viewed a videotape of the Congressional hearings held on the Spent Nuclear Fuel 
project at which DOE, the contractors, General Accounting Office, the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB), and the Hanford Advisory Board testified. The issues raised 
during the hearing included cost, schedule, and technical challenges. The Tri-Party Agreement 
(TP A)agencies have entered into dispute resolution for milestones associated with the Spent 
Nuclear Fuel project. The Board also heard about corrective actions currently being 
implemented which include reviews of the baseline, schedule, and cost estimates for the 
program. 

Christine Gregoire. Attornev General 

Christine Gregoire, Washington State Attorney General, spoke briefly with the Board on the 
current environment surrounding the TPA. The State of Washington will continue to hold firm 
that milestones must be met for two of the most critical projects on the site, tank waste treatment 
and spent nuclear fuel removal. Board members expressed appreciation for the strong stance 
being taken by Washington and encouraged a continued push for meeting milestones. 

PHMC Performance Measures 

DOE reported on the current status of performance agreements for FY97, FY98, and FY99 for 
the Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC). For FY97, there were a total of 255 
performance agreements. DOE and Fluor Daniel Hanford have agreed that 14 were not met. 
Twenty-one incentives were disapproved. The FY98 fee plan reduced the number of critical 
performance expectations to 102. The available pool fee for FY98 is estimated at $50 million, 
which is slightly lower than FY97 because of declining budgets. For the FY99 performance 
agreements, DOE is in the process of setting up how those will be developed and will ask for 
input from the regulators and the Board shortly. 
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD 
Final Meeting Summarv 

June 4-5, 1998 
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. 

Thursdav, June 4, 1998 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Merilyn Reeves, Oregon League of Women Voters (Public-at­
Large ). The meeting was open to the public. Four public comment periods were provided at 11:45 a.m. 
on Thursday and Friday, at 4:45 p.m. on Thursday, and at 4:15 p.m. on Friday. 

Members present are listed in Attachment 1, as are members of the public and others attending. Board 
seats not represented were: Richard Berglund, Central Washington Building Trades (Hanford Work 
Force), Shelley Cimon, Oregon Hanford Waste Board (State of Oregon), and George Kyriazis, City of 
Kennewick (local government). 

Announcements Made Throughout the Meeting 

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

• Tom Engel, University of Washington (University), asked Board members for input on potential 
members for a vadose zone integration oversight panel. The charter of the panel will be to perform 
technical reviews focusing on the overall objective of a sitewide assessment of waste inventories 
along the Columbia River. DOE-RL will select four to six individuals from a list of twelve names. 

• Louise Dressen, Envirolssues, announced that the Health, Safety, and Waste Management 
Committee meeting has been postponed until June 29 and an agenda will be distributed shortly. 

AGENDA ITEM #1: WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

Amy Grotefendt, Envirolssues, announced that the Board's 1997 Annual Progress Report is now 
available. Board members who want extra copies for their organizations should contact Donna Sterba at 
TRI. Merilyn Reeves welcomed and introduced John Stanfill who will be representing the Nez Perce 
Tribe, taking the place of Paul Danielson. Wade Riggsbee and Nanci Peters have been named as 
alternates for the Yakama Indian Nation. 

Judith Bradbury, PNNL, was introduced. She is attending at the request of Martha Crosland, DOE-HQ, 
and is conducting a followup to the site-specific advisory board evaluation survey. Ms. Bradbury and 
Kristi Branch, PNNL, are conducting a qualitative assessment by observing site-specific advisory board 
meetings, attending subcommittee meetings, and talking with Board members. The goal is to develop 
lessons learned for boards to share with each other. The draft report will be completed at the end of 
August or beginning of September and will be available for discussion at Spectrum and this fall's site-
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specific advisory board chairs' meeting. Merilyn Reeves noted that she met with Martha Crosland and 
urged her to visit the Board and other site-specific advisory boards. 

Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest 
Organizations), recommended that Board members not participate until DOE reports how much money 
is spent compiling the site-specific advisory board evaluation. He has asked for the figures previously 
and has not yet received them. Merilyn shared Gerry's concerns and Judith said that she would speak to 
DOE-HQ about releasing the budget to the Board. 

AGENDA ITEM #2: APPROVE APRIL MEETING SUMMARY 

Ken Niles, Oregon Office of Energy (State of Oregon), noted that in both the executive summary and on 
page 4, the meeting summary referred to the need for regulators and stakeholders to begin to prioritize 
budget items for FY2000. This was stated at the meeting by John Wagoner, DOE, but it was not the 
position of the Board and should be noted as an individual opinion. Gordon Rogers (Public-at-Large) 
noted that the word "detrimental" on page 4 should be changed to "detriment." Madeleine Brown, Non­
Union, Non-Management Employees (Hanford Work Force), asked that page 12 be clarified regarding 
from what the sludge is escaping. Louise Dressen noted that the sludge falls out of the canisters and into 
the water as the canisters are lifted. Also, on page 13, the summary notes that Charlie Hanson, DOE, 
stated that there will not be hydrogen generation. In fact, Charlie noted that there would be hydrogen 
generation, but the canister design would abet any problems hydrogen generation might cause. Finally, 
on page 25, Gail Oglesbee's first name should be corrected to Gai. These changes will be made and the 
corrected pages put in the next packet. 

AGENDA ITEM#3A: REVISED FY99/2000 BUDGETS 

Alice Murphy, DOE, reported on the status of the FY99 budget. (Attachment I) Presently, Congress is 
working on the authorization bill which establishes the legal operation of federal programs. After the 
authorization bill is approved, Congress will agree on an appropriations bill, which gives the federal 
agencies the authority to spend money. Both the House of Representatives and Senate are working on 
authorization bills. The House Authorization Bill currently establishes an Office of River Protection 
which will be in charge of all aspects of TWRS and will report directly to the Secretary. There is also 
additional funding for Hanford, including $18 million for draining single-shell tanks, $7 million for 
FSAR implementation, $9 million for flammable gas and organic safety, and $1 million for reduction of 
vadose zone contamination. Funding for privatization has been decreased from $330 million to $100 
million. 

DOE is still negotiating the contract to continue with BNFL, so the impacts of the budget reduction are 
not yet known. 

The House authorization bill places a 33% cap on overheads for PHMC contractors and is extended to 
include primes, major subcontractors, and enterprise companies. If DOE can certify that it does not 
intend to pay over 33%, then an additional $12 million will be provided for reactor deactivation and 
decommissioning and $18 million for single-shell tank drainage. It is not clear, but it appears that the 
$18 million noted earlier for single-shell tank drainage would be subject to meeting the cap on 
overheads. 
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After October 1, 2000, there is no Section 3161 spending for worker or community transition assistance. 
The overall Environmental Management defense funding is set at $5. 7 billion. The House authorization 
bill is using $94 million of uncosted money. If the uncosted, carry-over funds are eventually approved, 
Hanford will be asked to take part of that cut. The House has passed its authorization bill, but the Senate 
is still working on its version. There will most likely be a conference committee after the July 4th recess 
to resolve differences. 

Gerry Pollet provided his own perspective on the FY99 budget revisions. He noted that when money is 
authorized for TWRS privatization, it is not viewed as "real money" as it is not being expended in the · 
fiscal year, but is being set aside for the future. Thus, when the $30 million extra being tied to the 
overhead and indirects cap is taken from the request for $330 million for TWRS privatization, Congress 
views that as new dollars for cleanup. There is disagreement on whether the additional $30 million 
should be spent on compliance activities. Claimed reductions in PHMC overhead costs for 1998 to $260 
million are largely due to a change in accounting methods, not real reductions. Gerry projects that 
overhead costs for FY00 will increase to 41.5% of the PHMC funding. Also, overhead costs for the 
PHMC in FY97 did not include the enterprise companies nor the transition costs to bring a new 
contractor to the site. Other accounting changes that contribute to the decrease in overhead costs are a 
shifting of award fees out of indirect budget, and enterprise company workscope that had previously bee 
overhead workscope. 

The estimated overhead costs for FY98 will really be $348 million or 36.5% of the site budget. Because 
this is too high, an amendment has been proposed by Representative Adam Smith would guarantee that 
more money goes to real cleanup and less to overhead costs. It is a reasonable cap of 33%, which would 
result in $34 million more spent on overheads than the current projections of expenditures shown by 
DOE. The key to the proposed legislation is a defining of overheads based on uniform, functional 
accounting, including requiring it of the enterprise companies. The proposed legislation also include in 
the definition of overhead costs, overhead accounts that were included under the previous management 
contract (award fees for overhead functions, enterprise company overheads, etc.). Louise Dressen noted 
that while the agenda identified this presentation as a Dollars & Sense Committee perspective, it was 
actually a Heart of America Northwest perspective and was not prepared by the Committee. 

Alice Murphy provided information on the proposed funding for FY2000. (Attachment 2) There has 
been some growth in the Spent Nuclear Fuel baseline since the last time the FY2000 budget was seen by 
the Board. At that time, the target funding level was $961 million with a compliance gap of $183 
million. The estimated cost increase for the Spent Nuclear Fuel program is $29 million. $10 million has 
been added for vadose zone characterization. This raises the compliance gap to $222 million. DOE-HQ 
asked DOE-RL to prepare a chart of what would happen if it received the same level of funding in 
FY2000 as was received in FY99. This was found to result in a reduced compliance gap of $178 
million. It is important to note that while DOE is using the current Spent Nuclear Fuel program 
increased cost estimates being provided by Fluor Daniel Hanford, those estimates have not been 
validated. 

There is a peer review process for FY2000. To try to address the declining out-year targets, DOE-HQ 
put together a peer review team of fifteen people. The team has visited the five major sites, including 
Hanford. The peer review team evaluated the activities presented in the Integrated Priority List by each 
of the sites. Those activities were put into ten categories of prioritization; four of those categories dealt 
with compliance. One of the goals was to evaluate consistency among sites' categorization of activities 
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and classify the scope and dollars to provide an overall consistent classification for the Environmental 
Management program. They found that target funding has made resources scarce, but compliance scope 
is being tied to milestones and agreements. They also found that other workscope was presented by the 
correct drivers, such as DOE policy. Activities at each site must be performed to control existing 
materials in a safe situation before actual cleanup can occur, i.e., a minimum safe level must be 
maintained. Outyear targets appear to be low; efficiencies, streamlining, and technology development 
will not be enough. The regulatory environment is tightening at many of the DOE sites and has the 
potential to impact the intersite efficiencies, a key to achieving baselines. 

Board Discussion 

Merilyn Reeves questioned where the Office of River Protection would be located. Alice Murphy 
resp9nded that it is not yet clear, though it is her understanding it would be in Richland and report 
directly to the Secretary. Jeff Breckel, Ecology, noted that there is a provision in the draft bill that 
would require the Secretary to outline how the office would relate to site management. It also sets up an 
advisory board of five members, to include the site manager. Greg deBruler, Columbia River United 
(Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest Organizations), questioned why such an office 
would be tied strictly to TWRS. Alice noted that in the beginning it will be limited to privatization but 
then later become applicable to the whole TWRS program. 

Jim Watts, Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council (Hanford Work Force), noted that there have been 
several exceptions made in the elimination of Section 3161 worker and community transition assistance, 
mostly in Ohio and Oak Ridge. 

Ken Bracken, Benton County (Local Government Interests), asked how achievable a 33% cap is on 
overheads. Alice responded by saying that the way the overheads are defined in the language is not the 
way they are currently being tracked. It would require DOE to track subcontractor overheads, of which 
there are 150 to just Fluor Daniel Hanford. The way that the PHMC currently tracks its overhead costs 
shows expenditures at 30%. Jim Watts asked whether not meeting the 33% cap on overheads would 
affect the $12 million for interim storage. Gerry Pollet replied that the language of the amendment states 
that the extra $30 million, including the interim safe storage of reactors, cannot be spent until the 
Secretary says the PHMC is not expected to spend over 33% of its budget on overheads. Jim questioned 
whether this would still apply if the decontamination and decommissioning was performed under 
Bechtel ' s contract. Gerry replied that he does not expect the extra $30 million for meeting the cap on 
overheads to last through the authorization bills since Congress does not really want to spend that 
money. Representative Smith has indicated that he will insist in report language that the $20 to30 
million dollars that the cap would save go towards compliance activities, especially tank waste. 

Alice Murphy commented that DOE does have some concerns with the legislation, particularly with the 
way overheads are being defined and including the prime and subcontractor of any tier, as well as, but 
not limited to, enterprise companies. There have already been significant reductions in overheads at 
Hanford. Since 1994, under the Westinghouse Hanford Company, indirects have been reduced by 
43.5%. If the provision were to pass, it would not be consistent with the current contract with Fluor 
Daniel Hanford, which would have to be renegotiated. 

Merilyn Reeves questioned whether there were other sites targeted for indirect reductions similar to this 
particular bill and whether other sites are as aggressive in following indirects expenditures as this site 
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has been. Alice Murphy responded that Hanford has been more successful in reducing overhead costs 
since 1994 than other sites. DOE-EM has been monitoring how much is spent on overheads and no 
other site has reduced its costs as much as Hanford. Paige Knight, Hanford Watch & Hanford Action of 
Oregon (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest Organizations), questioned the piecemeal 
approach to overhead reduction when so many programs are being underbudgeted and there is 
correspondence from DOE identifying mismanagement on the part of contractors. Alice responded that 
the savings have occurred mainly within the Chief Financial Officer' s office and Procurements. 
Management is a different issue; overhead reduction is not going to solve management problems. Paige 
noted her opinion that overheads and management cannot be viewed as two separate issues. 

Gerry Pollet noted that the reduction in overhead and indirect costs presented by DOE is based on a 
hypothetical projection of the FY2000 budget. If looked at as a percentage of the total site budget, there 
is no reduction in costs. Toe PHMC currently requires that the enterprise companies report their 
overhead and indirect costs. Toe proposed legislation is not inconsistent with the federal acquisition 
regulations. 

Norma Jean Germond, Oregon League of Women Voters (Public-at-Large), questioned why the funding 
target is not higher for FY2000 in order to close the compliance gap. Alice responded that the main 
motive behind declining funding targets is balancing the budget by 2002. The cleanup budget is part of 
the defense authorization bill and is competing for dollars with the defense program. Betty Tabbutt, 
Washington League of Women Voters (Regional Citizen, Environmental & Public Interest 
Organizations), questioned whether the peer review team was interested in public involvement or 
reviewed past Board advice. Alice noted that Pam Brown, City of Richland (Local Government 
Interests), was at a meeting with the team and they did review Board advice. 

Tom Engel commented that the concept of minimum safe activities was part of the weapons production 
era at Hanford and may no longer be the right approach. In continuing to view some activities as 
minimum safe requirements, the ability to fund compliance activities is diminished. Merilyn suggested 
that that might be an appropriate issue for the Dollars & Sense Committee to discuss. Alice noted that 
there is a performance agreement for direct cost reduction; the PHMC is looking at the base operating 
cost and reviewing whether minimum safe requirements can be reduced. Merilyn added that what is 
minimum safe was discussed during the workout session in Salt Lake City. 

Gerry Pollet commented that the Dollars & Sense Committee is concerned over the fact that the peer 
review did not hear from a representative of the Board. Pam Brown was invited as the Hanford 
Communities representative, not as a representative of the Board. Toe Committee would like to have the 
Board's past advice transmitted to DOE-HQ and the peer review team. Alice noted that many of the 
compliance issues being reviewed by the peer review team fall into the issues of the Health, Safety, and 
Waste Management Committee. Also, there was information presented to the peer review team on the 
Board and its advice. Gerry questioned whether meeting reduction targets through overhead reduction, 
rather than cutting entire programs, was discussed. Alice responded that assumptions were used which 
included reducing indirect costs. 

AGENDA ITEM #3B: REVISED FY99/2000 BUDGETS 

Jeff Breckel reported that on April 301
\ the Governor of Washington sent a letter to the President which 

outlined his general concerns about the direction of the cleanup program at Hanford and across the 
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country. (Attachment 3) None of the three prior governors have written a letter to the President on the 
issue of Hanford. The letter questioned the Administration' s commitment to following through with 
both its legal and moral obligations to cleanup Hanford. The letter requested that the Administration 
make cleanup a high priority item on the environmental agenda. Given the decrease in outyear funding 
support coupled with the lack of progress in filling key management positions in the EM program, 
questions arise as to what importance the administration places on the cleanup of Hanford. The 
Governor also noted that the cleanup program is at a critical junction since level funding is going down 
at the same time as some of the critical projects are moving forward. There has not been a response to 
the letter yet. 

Randy Smith, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), addressed the May 14 letter from Chuck 
Clarke, EPA, and Tom Fitzsimmons, Ecology, to Jim Owendoff, DOE-HQ, and John Wagoner. 
(Attachment 4) The concerns in this letter were of two different types of issues: (1) overall funding 
levels for the site and (2) how DOE-RL allocates the money. The letter expresses a fundamental view 
that things are not going well at Hanford, with specific programs emphasized such as TWRS and spent 
fuel. The letter also expresses concern over the proposed 3 8% cut in the Environmental Restoration 
program. This was a complete surprise to regulators, since it is one of the most successful programs at 
Hanford. In regards to the proposed cuts to public involvement and the Hanford Advisory Board, the 
letter notes that in a $1 billion cleanup budget, there should be room in the budget for effective public 
involvement. Randy stated that while working on Hanford for the past ten years, this is certainly the 
toughest budget letter ever written and the regulators are the most upset they have ever been. 

Gerry Pollet introduced draft advice developed by the Dollars & Sense Committee on the FY2000 
budget. He noted that the compliance gap figures have changed, based on the information provided by 
Alice Murphy today, and should be changed in the draft advice. Also, a new item was added to address 
the retrieval of buried transuranic (TRU) waste. 

Board Discussion 

Ken Niles, distributed a memo from Mike Grainey, Oregon Office of Energy, in which he outlined his 
concerns about the FY99 and FY2000 budgets and the impact on cleanup programs. (Attachment 5) 
He also distributed a letter from the Governor of Oregon to Secretary Pena and the Office of 
Management and Budget (0MB), which describes specific concerns about the FY2000 budget. 

Gordon Rogers stated that the funding situation is critical for all federal programs, not just cleanup. 
DOE has not lived up to its responsibility to take spent fuel from electric generating plants. In a recent 
news article, it appeared that the DNFSB was questioning Jim Owendoff as to the state of funding for 
the cleanup budget to determine whether the DNFSB could go to the President and request that funding 
for cleanup be increased. 

Tom Engel noted that because minimum safe activities are always put at the top of the funding list, other 
activities fall off the funding list without real justification. Ken Bracken expressed agreement with Tom 
Engel's statement. It is important that the DNFSB is looking at the amount of money required to do 
cleanup. For a long time, the DNFSB was skeptical about the ability of DOE to effectively do the work. 
For them to make a comment about the amount of money needed is a major step. It is no longer just the 
Board suggesting that funding is inadequate. John Wagoner has said that there is not enough money to 
do the work, but DOE-HQ is still not acknowledging that fact. 
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Gerry Pollet stated his opinion that Jim Owendoff was correct in refusing to say that funding to date has 
been inadequate and that is why progress on milestones has not been made. The budget advice for 
FY2000 approved by the Board at its last meeting stated that there was sufficient funding to date to meet 
compliance requirements. That is not the case in the outyears. There is little evidence that DOE is 
holding its contractors accountable and getting the job done. It is interesting to note that in fighting the 
amendment on overhead and indirect caps, DOE has repeatedly said that the regulators have said no 
more needs to be done to reduce overheads. 

Randy Smith commented that DOE did quote the regulators accurately from its May 14 letter. On the 
subject of overheads, he is interested in determining whether or not reductions are actually occurring. It 
is also important to remain focused on whether or not direct costs are getting things done. Pam Brown 
commented that at the DNFSB hearing, there were questions about the adequacy of funding to meet TP A 
requirements for the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP). The information given stated that milestones 
were not going to be met. Merilyn Reeves suggested that some of the Board's previous advice should 
be sent to the DNFSB if it has not been done already. 

Charles Kilbury, City of Pasco (Local Government Interests), stated his grave concerns with the overall 
cleanup program, including the cut of Section 3161 funding and using only one contractor for tank waste 
treatment. 

Jeff Luke, Non-Union Non-Management Employees (Hanford Work Force), elaborated on the proposed 
advice to fund the retrieval of buried TRU waste. If the buried waste is not funded, it will have to 
removed later at a higher cost due to increased safety risks from degrading containers. Merilyn Reeves 
questioned whether this has been stated in past Board advice. Gerry Pollet noted that the Board has 
recommended that the packaging and transport of TRU waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) 
be deferred. This advice simply focuses on the retrieval of the waste. Pam Brown noted her opinion 
that the proposed advice on the retrieval of transuranic waste should move forward and certification of 
the Waste Receiving and Analysis Plant (WRAP) should proceed. Hanford has 40% of the pure TRU 
waste, which WIPP is now legally allowed to receive, and is one of the few waste streams that can be 
removed from the site. This opportunity should not be lost. 

Jim Watts stated that he represents the workers who handle the drums and are concerned if they have to 
handle waste remotely due to the danger of contamination. Remote handling also increases the costs of 
retrieval. The interim action of retrieval should be taken. There seems to be some disagreement about 
whether waste should be moved from Hanford. When Congress looks at appropriating funds for 
Environmental Restoration, it first asks if any of the waste is gone. The only visible proof of this is 
when the material actually is shipped off-site. If waste does not leave Hanford, cleanup budgets will get 
smaller and smaller. 

Gerry Pollet commented this advice speaks to funding the retrieval of older drums that are in failing 
condition and pose a threat to the spread of contamination, worker safety, and the Columbia River. The 
waste that would go to WIPP does not pose any health or safety threat and is easily stored. His 
constituents do not think that the waste should be moved offsite without a national dialogue, especially 
when there is no health or safety reason for sending that waste off site. Merilyn Reeves interjected that 
the advice that was adopted in May needs to be reviewed and the Board must be clear if it is changing its 
previous stance. 
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Harold Heacock, TRlDEC (Local Business Interests), agreed that if waste is being retrieved, it must be 
packaged and moved off site. Progress has to be shown. Also, if the Board is going to continue to 
identify activities which require funding, it must be ready to identify which activities deserve the highest 
priority. Everything cannot be funded. 

Jim Watts again stressed his concern if some Board members are not willing to send waste off the 
Hanford site. This limits his ability to lobby for more funding. Gerry Pollet responded that in the Tank 
Waste Task Force, DOE was advised to expect to keep the high level waste (fuel rods and glass 
canisters) on the site for a long time. The task force did not advocate sending waste to other 
communities. The same principles are applicable to TRU waste. Currently, the State of New Mexico, 
the Attorney General of Texas, and others are threatening to sue to block waste shipments to WIPP. If 
Congress is told that TRU waste is leaking into the Columbia River, it will appropriate funding for 
retrieval. Jim Watts disagreed that~ priority was not set for removal of waste. The stakeholders never 
conceded less than restoration of Hanford to its pristine condition. Simply retrieving and storing the 
waste will affect what type of work force is needed at Hanford. 

Ken Niles commented that transportation of waste is a major issue that needs more discussion. Oregon 
has already assumed that several different waste streams will be leaving Hanford and has been working 
with other western states on transportation issues. The dilemma is whether priorities should be shifted to 
getting waste out of Hanford when there are other cleanup activities. Ken agrees that the proposed 
advice is good if the benefit is saving costs in the future. Next steps need to be dealt with later. If 
Congress is using waste removal as a measure of appropriation of funds, then the Board should pay 
heed. Tom Carpenter, Government Accountability Project (Hanford Work Force), noted his support for 
the proposed advice. There are good reasons to retrieve the waste and introducing the concept of WIPP 
could confuse the issue. Paige Knight also agreed with the advice and suggested that permanent waste 
storage should be discussed at a separate Board meeting. 

Gordon Rogers agreed with Harold Heacock's earlier comment on the prioritization of activities and 
stressed his opinion that the Board cannot continue to ask for more money without some sort of 
prioritization. Betty Tabbutt noted that in recommending overhead and indirect reductions, the Board is 
essentially finding additional funds for additional activities. Also, if Congress wants to see waste 
leaving Hanford as the ultimate success, maybe some education on what are the most urgent risks would 
be appropriate. 

Additional comments on the proposed advice were offered. The changes were to be incorporated and 
provided for the Board's review and adoption the following day. 

Action on Agenda Item 3 - Revised FY99/2000 Budgets 

After further discussion on specific wording changes, the advice, as revised, was adopted. It is 
Consensus Advice #85. It was agreed that the advice, along with past budget advice, would be sent to 
the DNFSB. 
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AGENDA ITEM#4: PROPOSED CONTRACT REFORM 

Bob Larson, Benton-Franklin Regional Council of Governments (Local Government Interests), 
presented a draft letter to DOE responding to a request for comments on proposed contract reform. 
(Attachment 6) The points made in the letter noted that if the contractor is able to obtain up to 60% of 
the fee pool, as proposed in the contract reform, performance-based contracts will not be effective. It 
would allow the government to pay the earned fee late and the contractor does not have the incentive to 
insist that the government pay the fee in a timely manner. Untimely payment of earned fee also has an 
adverse effect on employees ' team spirit because they share in a percent of the earned fee and it is 
difficult for the employees to relate performance to a late earned fee. 

Board Discussion 

Alice Murphy responded by saying that the provisional payment of fee is in the current contract. It was 
used to negotiate the amount of fee paid to Fluor Daniel Hanford. If there is no provisional fee, the 
contractor wants more money because they have had to sustain the costs themselves until they get the 
money. She noted that DOE has a large number of outstanding performance agreements for FY97 and 
that provisional fee payment is to DOE's cost advantage because they take treasury funds to pay a lower 
fee. 

Additional suggestions were made on specific wording and format. Proposed changes were to be 
incorporated and distributed to the Board for review and adoption the following day. 

Action on Agenda Item #4 - Proposed Contract Reform 

After further discussion on specific wording changes, the letter, as revised, was adopted. Madeleine 
Brown abstained from this decision. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Gai Oglesbee reminded the Board that it needs to continue to work together to advance cleanup at 
Hanford and not resort to attacks on each other. She noted that test results on the workers exposed 
during the accident at the Plutonium Finishing Plant have been sent to DOE-RL, but have not been 
shared with the public. 

AGENDA ITEM #SA: TWRS VITRIFICATION 

Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action League (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest 
Organizations), noted that the Board has stated in past advice that it did not support privatization as a 
concept, but supported a path forward to treat the tank waste. DOE has continued to follow a path 
forward that included privatization and the Board must stay focused on this as the best way at the 
moment to get the waste treated. There has been a high level of frustration over not being able to judge 
the decision by DOE to only proceed with one contractor. However, we must continue to be patient and 
wait until contract negotiations are complete. When looking forward, there are many questions that can 
be asked, such as how can DOE succeed or how can it fail. It is important to remember that success 
means compliance with the TP A. Based on contract negotiations, there will most likely be changes to 
the TP A schedules and treatment capacity, costs, readiness-to-proceed, and contracting or payment 
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approach. To succeed, the program needs clear cost, schedule, and technical documentation; no revised 
TP A milestones without independent cost and schedule validation; open stakeholder communication; 
preparation for an alternate path; and clear readiness-to-proceed impacts and integration. 

Jackson Kinzer, DOE, provided a brief history of the TWRS program, and reported on the status of the 
report to Congress and the process for public and Board review of the report. (Attachment 7) The 
Secretary authorized the Environmental Management program to implement TWRS privatization in 
September 1995. Requests for proposals were issued in February 1996 and contracts were signed in 
September 1996 with BNFL and LMAES. Part A deliverables were received in January 1998 and took 
20 months to prepare. DOE did a 4 month review, including independent experts and a review from 
DOE-HQ. Part B will take 10-15 years and will include designing, permitting, building, and operating a 
contractor-owned treatment facility. 

After the review of the Part A deliverables, it was felt that LMAES should not be authorized to proceed 
with Part B, primarily because of the technical viability of its approach and risks being greater than what 
DOE wanted to accept. DOE believes BNFL' s approach is viable and gave it a contract extension in 
order to complete negotiations. DOE hopes to make a recommendation to the Secretary by the middle of 
June, who will then pass the decision on to Congressional groups for the required 30-day notification 
period. Jackson anticipates completing the process prior to July 31. If the negotiations require a few 
more weeks, which would mean missing the July 31 TPA milestone, that will have to happen. The most 
important thing is to get a contract that is viable and makes good business sense for the government. 

Board Discussion 

Paige Knight recommended that lessons learned from the present PHMC contract be taken into 
consideration during negotiations for TWRS privatization. Bob Larson asked what leverage is available 
to DOE since there is now only one contract. Jackson noted that that would touch on concepts that are 
part of the negotiation strategy and are thus confidential at this point in time. Harold Heacock questioned 
why the competition approach was dropped. Jackson answered that DOE felt that the LMAES approach 
was too risky and did not satisfy the criteria for competition. 

Tim Takara, University of Washington (University), asked what the fallback position is if negotiations 
fail. Jackson responded that there was a report previously released that had six different alternatives. 
Most likely, a new contract would have to be written, DOE would be the integrator, and the work turned 
over to the PHMC. Madeleine Brown brought up the example of Pit 9 and her concern that DOE will 
manage the TWRS project in the same management and operations way that will cause the project to 
fail. Jackson responded that the TWRS contract will be different than Pit 9 for several reasons, 
including the fact that the contracting mechanism will be DOE, not a subdivision of the prime contractor 
on the site. Also, DOE-RL is ensuring there is a strong disciplined approach to change control. Also, 
characterization of the Pit 9 material was not very far along in comparison to the tank farms 
characterization. The Pit 9 project was proceeding on a parallel process with design and construction 
occurring at the same time, which is a very difficult process to control. Madeleine questioned whether 
DOE is training its managers on how to oversee a fixed price contract. Jackson responded DOE is 
training its current management as well as bringing in additional team members to enhance the group's 
capabilities. DOE is insisting that the contract include certified cost and pricing data that will allow 
DOE to watch the cost determinations. 
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Cindi Laws, Heart of America Northwest (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest 
Organizations) asked if the DOE did a cost analysis as requested by Congress. Jackson responded that 
this has been done and will be in the report to Congress. 

Pam Brown asked if the public will be provided with information after the meeting with LMAES about 
why they were not chosen. Jackson Kinzer responded that if LMAES has no problems with proprietary 
information, certainly. The report to Congress will have detailed information on why the selections were 
made the way they were. Pam then asked if they were working on a response to the list of questions 
from the Washington Department of Ecology and State of Oregon and Robin Sweeney, DOE, replied 
that responses were mailed last week. Due to the nature of the State of Oregon's questions, a letter of 
confidentiality will have to be signed before specific responses can be provided. Pam Brown 
commented on her concern regarding the interaction between DOE-RL and DOE-HQ. Past projects 
have shown that DOE-HQ can cause impediments to the successful completion of a project. Jackson 
responded that there have been meetings over the past year and a half and DOE-HQ is continuing to ask 
tough questions. If negotiations go the way they are anticipated to go, the agreed-to contracts should be 
successful. Pam asked if DOE-RL was the lead. Jackson responded that the negotiations were being 
handled by both DOE-RL and DOE-HQ. 

Todd Martin noted that the information presented to the Board continued to show a high likelihood that 
the project will fail. DOE has a tendency to oversell a project and then surprise everyone when 
difficulties are experienced. Jackson responded that the TWRS program has made every effort to avoid 
such an event by bringing in independent experts to help preclude any mistakes. Additionally, DOE-HQ 
is putting together an independent review of the project. 

Jeff Luke asked at what point in the project will the contractor provide a fixed price. Jackson responded 
that is part of what is being negotiated. A 5% conceptual design is not adequate to provide a fixed price 
quote on; the negotiation team is trying to determine what is the right percentage. Jeff noted that it is 
possible for the design to be given to the regulators and then require changes based on their review. A 
fixed price may not indeed be that if there is no contingency and the contractor is forced to change its 
design due to federal mandates. Jackson noted that a contingency is part of the negotiations. 

Jerry Peltier, City of West Richland (Local Government Interests), commented that because of only one 
contractor, a lot of projects will have to slow down. Will there be enough work for the 13 major 
subcontractors and is there a guarantee that some of the work will be completed locally? John Wagoner 
responded that the best contract will not be one that is based solely on the number of jobs it provides to 
the community. Both proposals discussed what they would do locally and both selected a local architect 
and engineering firm. There will be a lot of work done locally even before construction starts; 
construction has to be done locally, even if some machines come from outside the region. 

Merilyn Reeves asked for more information on the independent review. Robin Sweeney stated that there 
were over 100 external reviewers with some people brought in to develop the process. In addition, they 
brought in independent reviewers for the readiness-to-proceed. DOE-HQ sent out a different group to 
review the decision on the contractors. One of the appendices in the report to Congress will explain 
what independent reviews occurred. 

Merilyn asked what percent reduction will occur in the amount of waste that can be treated since there is 
only one contractor. - Jackson responded that originally the first phase of treatment would treat 
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approximate 6 to 13% of the waste; BNFL believes they have a greater capacity in their proposed plant 
plus a method for expanding the plant, and thus it alone can treat 6 to 10%. Merilyn asked if there was 
an increase in the percentage of waste coming from the double-shell tanks. Jackson said there would be 
if it was cost effective and could be negotiated. 

Merilyn Reeves questioned whether the meeting with LMAES was at their request and Rob Gilbert, 
DOE, responded that there is no legal obligation to brief the contractor; DOE offered it and LMAES 
accepted. 

AGENDA ITEM#SB: TWRS VITRIFICATION 

Clark Gibbs, DOE, was introduced as manager of the independent regulatory unit for TWRS 
privatization and provided a brief presentation on how the Regulatory Unit will interact with BNFL. 
(Attachment 8) He pointed out that the program is set up to keep the different organizations separate and 
the privatization contractor is not able to reach DOE-RL through the Regulatory Unit. Within DOE, the 
TWRS privatization contractor and the Regulatory Unit are organizationally separate, but both report to 
John Wagoner. 

The regulatory program starts with two governing documents which are the manifestations of how the 
program will work. This includes a policy that outlines performance and expectations and a 
memorandum of agreement which implements the expectations. The regulatory program includes a 
regulatory process for identifying definitions and requirements; a regulatory infrastructure of guidance 
and procedures; regulatory execution through reviews and authorizations; and overall regulatory 
management. 

Part B will include the contractor implementing its activities according to the safety standards identified 
in Part A. The safety standards are written into the contract as well as used by the Regulatory Unit to 
evaluate safety implementation and adequacy. The Regulatory Unit is operating under a safety triad, 
which includes DOE' s top level safety standards and principles, applicable federal , state, and local laws 
and regulations, and DOE' s process for establishing safety standards and requirements. When the 
contractor has fulfilled the requirements of the safety triad, adequate safety will be achieved. 

The contractor is required to go through an iterative process of systems engineering to identify products, 
work, hazards associated with the work, control strategies for hazards, and a documentation of the 
results. This must be submitted to the Regulatory Unit for review. When the contractor submits any 
documentation to the Regulatory Unit, it attests it has complied with all applicable rules and regulations 
and has provided adequate safety. On the regulatory schedule, standards approval and an initial safety 
evaluation has been completed. When Part B begins, the inspection program begins. After a 
preliminary design is completed, BNFL will come to the Regulatory Unit with a construction 
authorization request; the Regulatory Unit has seven months to review the report. Following completion 
of construction, the contractor will have to submit an operating request. After treatment is completed, a 
deactivation request will have to be submitted. 

Alex Stone, Ecology, introduced himself as substituting for Suzanne Dahl. He has been involved in the 
TWRS program for the last four years, focusing mostly on safety and characterization. There are two 
pathways available to the TP A, with the primary path being privatization. (Attachment 9) The first 
milestone included the signing of two contracts with private vendors to design, construct and operate 
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two pre-treatment and immobilization facilities. The second important milestone is the hot start date. 
There is a single intermediary milestone with a date to be decided for starting construction of two pre­
treatment and immobilization facilities for Hanford' s low-activity waste. The date will be determined 
once the contracts are signed. Hot start is set for 2002 with 2024 being the deadline for completing 
pretreatment and immobilization of Hanford' s low-activity tank waste. The alternate path would give 
DOE one more year to set up a different contract that would lead to disposal. The start of construction 
of a pre-treatment and immobilization facility would need to be determined. If the alternate path is 
chosen, there would be more time to complete the pretreatment and immobilization of the low-activity 
tank waste. DOE has made presentations to Ecology and the Governor' s office and current predictions 
say that neither the 2002 or 2003 date will be met. If privatization fails, that alternate path still remains. 

Board Discussion 

Norma Jean Germond commented that it is important to keep the public involvement process open. 
Clark Gibbs responded that public involvement is important for a regulator because it is a source of 
information. The Regulatory Unit has been set up based on the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's five 
principles of good regulation, one of which is openness. He encourages the Board to help develop the 
public involvement process. Alex Stone noted that BNFL, DOE, the Washington Department of Health 
(WDOH), and Ecology have signed a permitting plan which includes public involvement. BNFL has 
submitted a request to shorten the permitting plan; those discussions have not been finalized and public 
involvement will be a part of those discussions. 

Merilyn Reeves commented that the only way things get enforced is because someone complains or 
points out a mistake, not because of strong regulatory oversight. Jim Trumbold, Physicians for Social 
Responsibility (Local and Regional Public Health Interests), reminded the Board that the bottom line for 
the public is they do not want to be harmed by an accident, so this is disaster prevention. OSHA is a 
federal agency focused on public safety, but does not have a strong presence over private contractors or 
subcontractors. Clark Gibbs responded that a memorandum of agreement is being developed with 
OSHA that will enable the agency to conduct enforcement actions if necessary. John Wagoner informed 
the group that the DOE has been pursuing external regulation for all DOE sites and has indicated a 
preference for NRC to eventually regulate nuclear issues with OSHA. DOE-RL is not waiting for the 
entire complex to agree to external regulation. Privatization would be different because DOE-RL would 
no longer be the OSHA regulator on the site. John noted that DOE orders that deal with industrial safety 
are developed based on OSHA standards. 

Paige Knight stressed her concern with the idea that DOE is regulating itself and asked who would be 
accountable. Clark Gibbs responded that he will be held accountable. Paige asked what funds would be 
used to defend him in the event of a lawsuit. Clark said it is typical for many DOE managers to carry 
insurance that cover them against a lawsuit. DOE could recommend him being defended by the 
Department of Justice if it decides he acted within his workscope and responsibility, but they are not 
required. Taxpayers would pay if the suit was not justified and would not pay if he conducted his affairs 
in an irresponsible fashion. 

Tom Carpenter asked whether OSHA will have free access to the vitrification plants. Clark Gibbs 
responded that the memorandum of agreement would be modeled after NRC, which provides for 
cooperation between the two parties. He envisions that the regulations of the TWRS privatization 
contract could be transferred to NRC during Phase 2. Tom noted that the NRC has the ability to 
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condition the license of a treatment plant and might be more forceful in this situation. Clark responded 
that because the plant is being built on DOE land, the NRC cannot have regulatory authority. Clark 
expressed his opinion that he has as much regulatory force as NRC does, though it may not be as 
diverse. If he withdraws authorization, the financial consequences are very profound. Tom asked 
whether withdrawing authorization is so severe that that one would be hesitant to use it. Clark 
responded that he can use other many methods to punish the contractor, such as fining the contractor for 
regulatory violation using the quality assurance rule 

Jerry Peltier said that he understood that at one time, NRC was going to do this as a pilot project and 
wondered if that was still going to happen. Clark Gibbs responded that they are an advanced pilot and 
had a memorandum of understanding with NRC in place before the pilots began. NRC reviews the same 
materials as the Regulatory Unit does do and provides comments on the regulatory submittals and on 
their work. 

AGENDA ITEM#6: INTERSITE WORKSHOPS 

The Board watched a videotape produced by DOE-HQ, outlining what will be discussed at the intersite 
workshops. Norma Jean Germond provided an update on the intersite workshops based on a recent 
conference call. Most of the site-specific advisory boards have indicated they would be attending at least 
one of the workshops; Rocky Flats is still deciding. On the conference call, Norma Jean made it clear 
the Board was not happy with the workshop process and that the national dialogue process should have 
been used. Everyone is fully aware that this is not what is wanted and Board members are attending to 
ensure that the concerns and issues at Hanford are understood. Louise Dressen pointed out that most of 
them were also sending an observer to the other workshop as well. Merilyn Reeves announced that 
Hanford has been assigned to the Chicago workshop. 

Tim Takaro questioned whether other site-specific advisory boards are proceeding with proposed 
meetings they are organizing. Louise Dressen answered that the Nevada Citizens Advisory Board had 
proposed to host a low-level waste forum in October or November, but is now proposing to do it in mid­
August with a followup session held in conjunction with one of the national waste management 
conferences in November. Tim asked if this was in the context of the national dialogue and Norma Jean 
answered that it was separate. 

Tim Takaro referred to a letter (Attachment I 0), signed by regional stakeholders, which explains that the 
intersite waste workshops are not the national dialogue and undermine that national discussion, and 
notifies DOE of their refusal to participate. The principle problem is that the workshops do not meet the 
standard that was laid out quite specifically for DOE's participation. There needed to be director-level 
participation from the major involved programs, including Defense, Environmental Management, and 
Nuclear Energy. When the decisions are made, that level of participation will be required to implement 
the piecemeal approaches. He finds it interesting that no one at DOE-HQ has yet been able to assure 
stakeholders that Secretary Pefia has been briefed on the national dialogue. 

Norma Jean Germond said that Sean Todd, DOE-HQ, had indicated that the information packet will be 
sent out to participants and there would be a response to the letter referred to by Tim Takaro. Louise 
Dressen reported that she received a phone call last week from the Secretary's office to let the Board 
know he would not be at the intersite workshops. Gail McClure, DOE, stated that Betsy Moler is 
planning to be at the Chicago workshop. 
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Merilyn Reeves commented that there was funding for only one official representative from each of the 
site-specific advisory boards to go to the intersite workshops. Any other members will have to be paid 
for out of the Board's budget. She believes it is essential to have a Board representative at the workshops 
and would be willing to go. There needs to be some discussion as to what messages to take to the 
workshops. Greg deBruler noted that no tribal nations from the Hanford area will be attending the 
workshops. Wade Riggsbee reported that the Yakama Indian Nation' s council is still discussing whether 
to send a representative. Betty Tabbutt commented that the League of Women Voters of Washington 
did not sign the letter, but it did send a separate letter outlining its concerns to League of Women Voters 
- Headquarters, which has not been answered. 

Merilyn Reeves distributed a memo she sent earlier to the Executive Committee, which outlined 
overarching values and issues that the Board has stated in the past in regards to the national dialogue. 
(Attachment 11) This could serve as a basis for a Board discussion on what messages to send to the 
intersite workshops. Pam Brown noted that she is attending the San Diego workshop on behalf of the 
local communities, whose view is very similar to the Board's previous advice. 

Jim Trumbold questioned whether DOE is preparing a road show or whether it is willing to listen to the 
ideas of the different sites. Norma Jean Germond responded that she could not say absolutely. She 
sensed a real, deep frustration and concern that the workshops are not what the sites wanted. Several 
environmental impact statements are being released in June and it appears DOE already knows what will 
be done with the plutonium. 

Greg deBruler expressed his concern that the Board would not be represented at the San Diego and 
suggested Merilyn also go to that meeting. Merilyn said it was not clear who had been invited to the San 
Diego workshop. Tim Takara and Ken Niles endorsed Merilyn' s attendance at the San Diego workshop. 
Ken noted that Oregon was invited to Chicago to participate as a Hanford stakeholder and invited to San 
Diego to participate as a transportation corridor state. 

Susan Leckband, Non-Union, Non-Management Employees (Hanford Work Force), noted that she has 
been invited to the Chicago workshop as a representative of the Hanford workforce. The views of the 
Board will certainly be a part of her discussions at the workshop. This is a real opportunity to connect 
with people from other sites. If a high-level senior manager is not in attendance, a loud voice will be 
heard on the part of Hanford that the number one goal is the cleanup of Hanford. 

Betty Tabbutt offered advice to Board members going to the meetings. It should be clear why some 
stakeholders are not attending the meetings. There should not be a vacuum of voices in which decisions 
are made to send all the waste to Hanford. DOE needs to present credible information that represents the 
concerns of the non-represented sites as well. Gail McClure reported that Lloyd Piper, Jay Austenborg, 
and herself will be attending the Chicago workshop. Jay will also be attending the San Diego workshop. 
Max Power, Ecology, reported that Jeff Breckel has been invited as a representative of the State of 
Washington to the Chicago workshop. Max might attend the San Diego workshop as an observer. 
Dennis Faulk, EPA, noted that Doug Sherwood will be attending the Chicago workshop, but no 
representative of EPA will be at the San Diego workshop. Gerry Pollet emphasized that representatives 
of Oregon and Washington and EPA need to be in attendance at the San Diego workshop. 
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Jim Trurnbold asked about economic diversification and whether businesses created at other weapons 
production sites were able to use the resources of the technical expertise involved in cleanup. Ron said 
that some of the companies at Oak Ridge were linked to the type of work being done on the DOE site. 
However, other types of companies came along with their subcontractors and suppliers. 

AGENDA ITEM #8A: SPENT FUEL COST, SCHEDULE, AND MANAGEMENT 

The Board watched a videotape of the Congressional hearing on the Spent Nuclear Fuel program. 
Merilyn Reeves, who testified, noted that many of the questions were direct and hard-hitting. John 
Wagoner also noted that the questions were very tough because of the critical comments offered by the 
General Acocunting Office and DNFSB. It was important for DOE to acknowledge that it had not 
achieved what it wanted to achieve by this time and that it is intent on making the fixes. 

Dan Ogg, DNFSB, presented the recent developments since the Congressional hearing. The DNFSB is 
putting additional pressure on the project and DOE. Jim Owendoff did make a commitment to get a 
schedule for the 94-1 recommendation to DNFSB by the end of June. 

Beth Sellers, DOE, noted there has been a lot of pressure placed on DOE, which is good. Since 
September, there have been approximately a dozen detailed assessments. DOE-HQ is coming to 
Hanford in July and will be focusing on the Spent Nuclear Fuel program and how to incentivize the 
project. In the fall, DOE-HQ will review the baseline and schedule. DOE continues to have monthly 
reviews with the project management team and John Wagoner is meeting with the project managers on a 
weekly basis. 

Randy Smith passed out a letter that was signed June 3 by Chuck Clarke and Tom Fitzsimmons which 
represents EPA and Ecology's response to the lack of progress on TPA negotiations for the Spent 
Nuclear Fuel project. (Attachment 12) A press release was also distributed as well as a response to the 
letter from EPA and Ecology from Jim Owendoff. (Attachments 13 and 14) The regulators have been 
trying for the past three years to agree to milestones for the Spent Nuclear Fuel project. An actual 
agreement was reached in 1997, but DOE and its contractors pulled out of that agreement. Ecology and 
EPA are no longer willing to go through a third or fourth attempt to set a schedule and are signaling with 
this letter their intent to trigger the dispute resolution process. The letter includes a comprehensive 
information request with deadlines. The prior agreement within the TP A will go immediately to the 
executive level of the dispute resolution process and if it does not reach agreement at that level, it goes 
to Carol Browner, EPA Administrator, who will consult John Wagoner and Tom Fitzsimmons in making 
a final decision. This should have been done sooner. It is clear that the resolution of a schedule for this 
project under the TP A needs to be closely coordinated with the parallel process of the DNFSB. 

Max Power commented that the change in lead from Ecology to EPA seemed to be the most effective 
way to get more leverage on the situation and is not a case of a single regulator. Ecology continues to 
work closely with EPA and deal with RCRA closure issues. Tom Fitzsimmons has been personally 
involved in decisions on how to proceed and has talked with Chuck Clarke on several occasions. 
Ecology will have a spent nuclear fuel program manager at the Kennewick office. It was time to get a 
timetable that can be enforced. 

John Wagoner referred to the letter from Jim Owendoff which embraces the idea of elevating the 
discussions and proposes to meet quickly and give a chance for the regulators to hear present corrective 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

Gai Oglesbee applauded the unity of the Board in working together on difficult issues. 

AGENDA ITEM #7: INTRODUCTION OF RON GREEN, PRESIDENT OF FDH 

John Wagoner introduced Ron Green as the new president of Fluor Daniel Hanford. Ron began his 
remarks by noting that he has read the Board' s 1997 Annual Progress Report and agrees with the key 
principles outlined in that report. - Hanford is facing a daunting challenge and the spent nuclear fuel 
program is a key issue since it represents one of the urgent risk areas. It needs to be dealt with in a 
careful, aggressive way. He is accepting responsibility for the program and the fastest and most efficient 
way of showing management attention is to have the project report directly to him. When Ron first 
reviewed the program, he felt that the best way to deal with problems was to integrate a team and 
intermingle management and technical resources. To accomplish that, Nancy Williams, Fluor Daniel 
Hanford, and Charlie Aycock, Duke, have been placed in project manager and deputy project manager 
roles. 

Ron promised to listen to the Board and feels that even if there is not always 100% agreement, there can 
always be learning and understanding. His goal is to maintain balance in approaching the three urgent 
risk: spent nuclear fuel removal, tank waste treatment, and Plutonium Finishing Plant stabilization. 
This work must be accomplished in an era of declining budgets. Economic transition will continue to be 
an important component of Fluor Daniel Hanford's work and Ron believes it can be successfully done. 

Board Discussion 

Merilyn Reeves asked Ron Green if he would come to committee meetings to be part of more detailed 
discussions. Greg deBruler questioned whether Ron Green will be able to work under the scrutiny of so 
many outside sources after his experience in the private nuclear industry. Ron responded that he sees 
this as an opportunity to learn what is important from a wide-range of opinions that reflect regional 
values. 

Gerry Pollet asked whether Ron Green will be able to make any commitments to continued reduction of 
overhead/indirect costs. Ron responded that he is not aware of all the details on the discussions of 
indirect costs. He does believe that Fluor Daniel Hanford's corporate cost structure and direct employee 
salary costs multiplied by other direct costs is substantially different from a similar company. He will 
be focusing on the Spent Nuclear Fuel program because it is not right that it will take a billion and a half 
dollars to take nuclear fuel and put it in containers and have it sit for 50 years. This is just one area 
where he will focus on reducing costs. 

Paige Knight asked how he is going to manage the PHMC contract differently from previous managers. 
Will he respond to stakeholder concerns and will workforce adherence safety be increased? Ron 
responded that Fluor Daniel is one of the safest services company in the world. The most important 
thing is for the first-level craftsman to conduct himself in a safe, efficient manner. Fluor Daniel and 
Duke can manage the Spent Nuclear Fuel program successfully and additional resources being brought 
in, as well as a change to more traditional Fluor Daniel and Duke management practices, will make that 
happen. 
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actions. DOE is frustrated by the time it has taken to get this schedule into a credible form and one that 
everyone can commit to. A decision has to be made rather quickly on whether to extend the existing 
subcontract with Duke. Randy Smith noted that the critical factor in elevating this project was the 
growing realization that the concrete basins had leaked and were leaking. CERCLA applies either to the 
release or threatened release, which clearly fits this authority. That change in understanding occurred in 
1994 which changed the perception of the approach and thus the change in regulatory oversight. 

Board Discussion 

Merilyn Reeves asked about the set of Congressional questions that dealt with expenditures relating to 
preparation of the hearings. John Wagoner noted that the hearing was about why the project was costing 
so much. Fluor Daniel Hanford created a budget of $300,000 to prepare for the hearings. The 
subcommittee asked a lot of questions before the meeting and Fluor Daniel Hanford believed they 
needed the resources to answer all the questions. DOE did not agree and the $300,000 budget was not 
approved. Approximately $100,000 was spent on preparing for the hearing, ranging from technical 
experts to photocopying. Those invoices and costs are being reviewed and some are being disallowed 
because DOE feels that more was done than was requested. The chairman of the committee said that 
they appreciate it if they are provided only with what was requested. 

Bob Larson asked if there was followup to the subcommittee questions. John Wagoner said that they 
have been sent more questions in writing, which they are responding to and which will be in the 
committee record. Pam Brown pointed out that the Board approved a letter at its last meeting asking 
DOE for information on the Spent Nuclear Fuel program; the response was not adequate and she asked 
that the letter be reconsidered. Duke is continuing to not acknowledge that there has been anything 
wrong with its performance and she has little faith that there is a good understanding of what needs to be 
done. Merilyn also stated her concern that there had been no response to letter's requests. John 
Wagoner asked if it would be reasonable for the Board to reconsider its request after further information 
is presented at this meeting. 

Tom Engel commented that he was struck by the mismatched experience put on this project. The $700 
million cost increase in less than a year shakes confidence in the successful completion of the project. 
Merilyn Reeves noted that Duke had promised during the hearing that if the completion did not meet the 
2005 deadline and the costs exceeded $1.4 billion, the company would not take any profit. The 
committee asked Merilyn whether that was an acceptable compromise for the Board. Merilyn noted that 
she could not speak for the Board, but her personal feeling was that the project needed to get done faster, 
cheaper, and in a way that preserves worker safety. 

Paige Knight asked DOE to be honest about what is occurring in its programs and not paint the situation 
as always being good. Jim Trumbold suggested that the Spent Nuclear Fuel program be looked at in the 
context of the entire Cold War effort. This is not an expensive program in terms of the large amounts 
spent on weapons production. This should also be considered as disaster prevention. 

Paige Knight questioned whether anyone would lose their jobs based on the management problems. 
Beth Sellers responded that this is tough issue to grapple with and DOE has been looking at alternatives. 
Duke and Fluor Daniel Hanford are world-class contractors and should be performing as such at 
Hanford. The top-level managers are now paying attention this project and with that increased attention, 
DOE feels that progress will be made. 
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Tim Takaro asked why DOE is not willing to admit that there are not enough funds to clean up its sites 
when there are urgent risks, such as described earlier by Ron Green. Dan Ogg responded that the 
language in the legislation that created the DNFSB creates a stigma within DOE to say that they do not 
have enough money. It specifies that if DOE cannot meet the commitments that they make to the 
DNFSB in one of its recommendations because of monetary budget reasons, the Secretary is required to 
go before Congress and explain why the money that has been allocated is not enough. There also has to 
be a letter sent to the President. Dan added that the DNFSB has issued 35 recommendations over the 
past 10 years and never has there been an admittance that not enough funds have been made available. 
John Wagoner noted that in the DNFSB hearing, he identified specifically the ways in which the 
projected budgets would impact their ability to achieve the earliest possible dates of fuel removal. DOE­
HQ has this issue under consideration and DNFSB was very eloquent in putting pressure on DOE. 

Jeff Luke expressed his concern that the problem solving seems to be focused on fixing management 
problems, when the original schedule and cost estimates were understood to never be feasible. Beth 
responded that if technical issues arise, they will be addressed. There needs to be closure on outstanding 
issues as well as final documentation. Pam Brown asked whether DOE and Fluor Daniel Hanford are 
getting Duke to understand what they need to do to get the job done correctly. Nancy Williams 
answered that they are. The new organization is a drastic change in the approach and execution of the 
work. On the side of Fluor Daniel Hanford and Duke, executive management sponsorship is now there 
that was not there before. 

Pam Brown commented a major challenge for DOE has been the constantly changing schedule and cost 
numbers they get from their contractors. She applauds the involvement with DNFSB and regulators on 
working on these issues. There needs to be continued watchfulness of the Spent Nuclear Fuel program 
because its increasing costs will cause other smaller projects to lose its funding. Tom Carpenter 
questioned whether DOE can cleanup Hanford at all based on what he has read about the K Basins and 
other issues. He congratulates the regulators in taking DOE on directly. Merilyn noted that the agency' s 
ability to manage projects was questioned during the hearing. If agencies are changed, the same people 
would remain. Tom noted that if DOE is to succeed, greater stakeholder participation and external 
regulation is needed. 

Betty Tabbutt expressed her concern with the delay that might be imposed on the project, both by the 
dispute resolution process and the potential change in contractors. John Wagoner noted that DOE would 
make a decision on whether to extend Duke's contract by the end of June. Both Betty and Paige Knight 
questioned whether the PHMC should be replaced on the project. John responded that there have been 
no discussion of replacing the PHMC on the project, but rather a focusing on Duke's contract because it 
is up for renewal. Fluor Daniel Hanford is taldng over the project with Nancy Williams being the 
project director and Charlie Aycock in place as the deputy director. Nancy Williams will report directly 
to Ron Green. 

Greg deBruler commented that he does not know many engineers that would come up with a price of 
$700 million and then could not perform the job, which leads him to think that no one wants to solve the 
problem. He is concerned that no one really gets the idea on what exactly money is being spent. He 
believes that the same problems will exist with privatization and that there will be increased cost 
estimates. John Wagoner said there is a $1.4 billion cost estimate, but he is not comfortable with those 
numbers. The contractors are trying to explain the kind of process they will go through and why it will 
cost so much. The scope has been changed because the assumptions were no longer valid, 1.e., 
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characterization of the fuel changed the required process. Some changes will make it more expensive 
today but save money in 50 years. 

AGENDA ITEM #8B: SPENT FUEL COST, SCHEDULE, AND MANAGEMENT 

Beth Sellers provided an update to the Board on corrective actions currently being undertaken by the 
Spent Nuclear Fuel program. Charlie Hanson already briefed the Board in April on the baseline change 
requests that had been submitted. Since December, when Fluor Daniel Hanford put in place a mandated 
procedure for doing baseline change control, workers conducted a detailed review of the project. They 
are getting closure on outstanding questions on the design, fabrication of products, and getting more 
details on estimated cost. When the $740 million cost estimate was released, it was a guess. Technical 
issues and fuel and sludge are driving the program toward designs that are specific to the problem. In 
March, DOE began hearing about deviations from the baseline and 144 change requests have been 
submitted. DOE was trying to negotiate TP A milestones, but there needs to be a sound schedule for 
that. DOE is uncomfortable signing up for milestones when a high risk baseline is in place. 

In the Spring, DOE sent its contractors a letter asking for a higher confidence level schedule. On April 
15, that schedule was delivered and included $266 million in cost growth. DOE has been grappling with 
the fact that there is no contingency on this project. The cost was unknown because the project was 
moving so fast and the amount of funding available was unknown. A lessons learned has been 
identified, and contingency is going to be put in all projects from now on. 

Currently, the proposed schedule moves the start of fuel removal to November 2000. The completion of 
fuel removal is moved back to August 2003. This equals a total schedule increase of 25 months. Cost 
increases have been driven by deviation notices and contingency applied to the project. Technical issues 
are still being resolved and will be resolved in the next couple of months. The schedule was increased 
three months to establish a contingency for unplanned technical problems. For fuel movement, nine 
months were added to handle the complexities of that task. Two months were added because a cold 
winter will stop processing. DOE will be putting in performance agreements to incentivize making the 
schedule move faster. DOE is still reviewing the latest $200 million cost increase and has not yet agreed 
to it. 

Nancy Williams noted that the schedule is not arbitrary and that there was a complete risk assessment of 
where the contingency needs to be put in the schedule. They will plan on managing to meet the early 
finish schedule and not use the risk contingencies. There should not be an expectation of whether the 
additional $200 million cost increase is valid; there are many variables that still need to be determined. 
An organization chart was distributed to the Board and Nancy believes the new organization will 
streamline the project team with cut-backs and new hires made where appropriate. (Attachment 15) 

Charlie Aycock, Duke, stated that he is absolutely aligned with the core values of the HAB - protect the 
Columbia River and get on with it. He has a strong background in construction which will be directly 
applicable to this project. Charlie made the commitment to tell the truth about what is going on. He 
noted that he has worked with Duke for 38 years and not one project has failed. The Spent Nuclear Fuel 
program is not going to be the exception. While he cannot address past problems, he is here to fix the 
problems. 
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Board Discussion 

Madeleine Brown expressed her concern that problems in the Spent Nuclear Fuel program also lie with 
DOE senior management and if the agency is still involved in the project, will it ever succeed? Tom 
Engel thanked Charlie Aycock for acknowledging past mistakes, but noted that DOE has not yet done 
that. He questioned whether the 6 month schedule slippage on the cold vacuum drying facility will 
result in higher costs because of workers kept on the job. Nancy noted that the delay was seen in 
procurements; the cost of the deferred equipment was $14.5 million. Construction has been slowed a bit 
to allow procurement to catch up. 

Tom Engel said that there was danger pressuring for acceleration of the program because some shortcuts 
may be made that are not technically correct. What assurances can be made that with the pressure of 
doing it faster, we are not running the risk of doing something wrong? Beth Sellers said changes to the 
technical approach have lessened the risk associated with the activities; however some risk does remain. 
DNFSB is looking at every step along the way and a seven-person technical advisory team reviews 
technical issues on a monthly basis. 

Pam Brown commented that she is more encouraged than she has been in a long time and that the 
organizational chart is a great step in the right direction in terms of accountability and who is 
responsible. She noted that she did not think that Charlie Aycock's comments acknowledging past 
mistakes were relayed during the testimony provided to the congressional committee. Charlie noted that 
since the hearings, the CEO of Duke Energy has met with Under Secretary Moniz and has given support 
for anything that needs to be done to correct problems. Jerry Peltier suggested bringing DOE into the 
organizational chart because they are more than just oversight. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Gai Oglesbee noted that the open public record is making it easier to work with DOE senior managers. 
There still needs to be attention paid to the workers harmed during the Plutonium Finishing Plant 
accident. While Fluor Daniel Hanford admitted liability, they still fired the workers. Better monitoring 
programs are needed at Hanford. She also agreed with Board discussion that some of the problems are 
with DOE, not just its contractors. 

DISCUSSION WITH CHRISTINE GREGOIRE, WASHINGTON ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Christine Gregoire, Attorney General, gave a brief presentation to the Board on the tough issues facing 
the State of Washington in regards to cleanup and then answered Board member questions. She was one 
of the original negotiators of the TP A in 1989 when she was director of Ecology. There was constant 
frustration by the lack of recognition by DOE of the authority of the state. That drove the idea of 
negotiating before filing a lawsuit because the state was determined to have a say in the cleanup of the 
Reservation. Considerable progress has been made. However, she has never been as frustrated as she is 
at this point. The two fundamental things in 1989 that they knew were key to the preservation of the 
Columbia River were the spent nuclear fuel in the K Basins and treatment of the tank waste. Nine years 
later, there is still not progress on these two projects. Progress cannot be made unless there are 
milestones. There are no legitimate reasons for missing milestones on the tanks and past commitments 
need to be fulfilled. She asked that the Board do everything to support the new message of no more 
excuses; we want action and progress. 
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Board Discussion 

Merilyn Reeves noted that there is one regulatory group who has not heard the Board's concerns, the 
DNFSB. They will be sent past advice in hopes that they can use their regulatory authority to go to the 
President and ask for additional funding. Christine Gregoire noted that she went to the White House in 
March and delivered the message that progress must be made. The sense in Congress was that DOE is 
not capable of getting the work done. The message being delivered by Washington is that the state wants 
the job to get done. Concern has been raised about Washington issuing fines, taking money away from 
cleanup. However, the time has come that that has to occur. 

Pam Brown noted that the funding target for FY2000 is very alarming and asked whether Christine is 
working with the Administration to fund the amount needed to decrease the risks of environmental 
damage. Christine responded that the tanks waste program and the K Basins are being given the 
attention they deserve. One message that needs to get out to the community is that there could be an 
adverse impact to the economy if there was an explosion. The risks to the agricultural community are 
great. 

Tom Engel commented that he is pleased with the harder line that the state has now taken. He always 
expressed his opinion that the cleanup effort could use more input on science and technology issues and 
recommended that the State of Washington consider ways to work more proactively with the 
universities. Greg deBruler commented that it is important to talk about the risks to encourage cleanup 
to occur. 

Tom Carpenter thanked Christine for attending the Board meeting and asked if the state is at all 
weakening its support of re-opening the FFTF and introducing a new waste stream to Hanford. Christine 
responded that she could not speak to that because she has not talked to the Governor on that issue. 
Washington is very cautious about continuing production of any waste stream at the site based on the 
inability to cleanup over the past years. She will fight anything that will be taken away from cleanup, 
including not pouring all the cleanup money into the tank waste treatment program and spent nuclear 
fuel removal to the detriment of other efforts. 

Susan Leckband asked how to increase awareness in Congress of the importance of cleaning up the site. 
Christine responded that the awareness of Congress needs to be increased. Ken Niles welcomed a harder 
line by the regulators and that fines can cause more harm than good. Any regulatory hammers should be 
used to make DOE meet its commitments without fines. He asked what mechanisms might be used by 
Washington as enforcement measures without the use of fines. Christine noted that there are those types 
of discussions going on, but they cannot be discussed publicly. Suing DOE is the last resort, but maybe 
it is time to do that. Washington is not trying to make money by fining DOE; all options are always 
under consideration. 

PROPOSED CONGRESSIONAL LEGISLATION: CAP ON OVERHEAD/INDIRECT 
EXPENDITURES 

Merilyn Reeves was asked and gave permission to Alice Murphy to respond to the presentation that 
Gerry Pollet gave the previous day on the legislation proposed to cap overhead and indirect costs. Gerry 
registered his strong opposition to allowing additional time for DOE presentation on this topic when 
DOE was allowed time on the previous day to comment on his presentation. 
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Alice Murphy explained that the current contract is written to be cost reimbursable because of the high 
risk workscope and technology changes. (A ttachment 16) There is no home office G&A allocation 
allowed unless approved by the contracting officer. The original Request for Proposal for the PHMC 
directed a continued focus on reducing indirect costs and layering of subcontractors; the Fluor Daniel 
Hanford team addressed that issue in their proposal. FY98 performance agreements have been written 
for indirect cost reductions. 

Alice explained that when DOE has compared the FY96 Westinghouse Hanford Company contract with 
the PHMC contract, FY97 saw a $15 million decrease in overhead costs and is projected to see a $36 
million decrease in FY98. When comparing FY94 to FY2000, a $188 million indirect cost reduction is 
projected by DOE. PHMC indirect costs include company-level overheads (G&A, ES&H), project 
management accounts (subcontractor specific, managerial), and service centers (heavy equipment, waste 
burial, utilities, analytical labs, crane and rigging. 

Alice said that DOE believes the proposed legislation is based on faulty information. She said indirect 
costs have not increased, they have decreased. Also, DOE believes that it does not recognize service 
pools separate from G&A type expenses and would require the Secretary of Energy to certify something 
that is, by its nature, potentially not certifiable. DOE-RL does not track overhead expenses of PHMC 
subcontractors. To develop an accounting system to track enterprise company contracts would not be 
cost effective. Also, the Defense Contract Audit Agency is currently auditing subcontractors and 
approving their rates. DOE believes that the legislation would constitute a major change in current 
contract terms and potentially subject DOE to contract claims. It also believes that it is not consistent 
with cost reimbursement provisions in Federal Acquisition Regulations nor is it consistent with Cost 
Accounting Standards. 

Board Discussion 

Todd Martin noted it appeared that DOE is not tracking the overhead costs of its subcontractors which 
would be of concern to him. Alice clarified that DOE tracks the major subcontractors. 

Madeleine Brown thanked Alice for her information and noted that it is a conflict of interest for her to 
participate in advice on overhead and indirect costs. As a person who manages outsourced employees, 
she is not concerned with their overhead rate, but rather with the quality of work they are doing. The 
Board has continued to advice DOE on this subject and at this point, has said enough about the issue. 

AGENDA ITEM#l0: PHMC PERFORMANCE 

Alice Murphy began the discussion regarding performance agreements. (Attachment 17) In FY97, there 
were a total of 255 performance agreements. DOE and Fluor Daniel Hanford have agreed that 14 were 
not met. Twenty-one incentives were disapproved. John Wagoner is holding final meetings with senior 
staff during the week of June 10 and will be issuing his final fee determination following that. The 
FY98 fee plan reduced the number of critical performance expectations to 102. There are no separate 
performance expectations in the mega objective. There is an overall evaluation by a fee advisory board 
that will be made in FY98. The available pool fee is estimated at $50 million, which is slightly lower 
than FY97 because of declining budgets. $42.5 million is available to critical few objectives and $7 .5 
million available to the mega objective. For the FY99 performance agreements, DOE is in the process 
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of setting up how those will be developed and will ask for input from the regulators and the Board 
shortly. 

Board Discussion 

Paige Knight asked how the disagreements between Fluor Daniel Hanford and DOE are resolved. Alice 
responded that an appeal process was used where Fluor Daniel Hanford was allowed to make a 
presentation to DOE senior and assist managers. DOE makes the final decision. 

Bob Larson asked why it took so long to award the FY97 fee. Alice responded that DOE is not happy to 
be so late. At the end of FY97, DOE was still working on the multi-year work plans and did not get 
final funding levels until December. Fluor Daniel Hanford was subsequently delayed in getting out the 
documentation so responses to those were late. 

Susan Leckband asked whether the performance agreements for the Spent Nuclear Fuel program would 
rise if negotiations are successful. Alice responded yes. 

AGENDA ITEM #11: UPDATES 

Waste Control Specialists 

Max Power discussed the lawsuit brought against DOE by Waste Control Specialists, a topic discussed 
by the Board last April. DOE was successful in appealing the injunction, which essentially enjoined 
DOE from proceeding with the contract and waste disposal at an unregulated facility. However, that 
decision does not really clarify the bottom line issues of whether DOE can contract with a private 
operator for waste disposal services. If anything, the decision on the appeal seems to confuse the issue 
by saying that DOE may still be self-regulating if the facilities are controlled by DOE. Work on the 
outcomes of this lawsuit is being coordinated with other states, with the National Governor' s 
Association, and the National Attorney General's Association. There is also work being done on 
legislation that those offsite disposal facilities must be regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
DOE published a federal register notice on use of offsite disposal facilities which stated that it is 
reviewing its policies. Ecology has said that it is supportive in principle of competition, but is emphatic 
that an offsite facility should be regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 

Merilyn Reeves noted that Waste Control Specialists has appealed to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
Max distributed a letter from Ecology to DOE on the Federal Register notice. Gerry Pollet suggested 
that the comments implied that State could support some sort of private, unlicensed facility. He 
suggested that Ecology issue a second letter clarifying its comments. Max added that Ecology is stating 
that DOE ought to consider the full costs of onsite disposal versus commercial disposal. If that 
consideration leads to disposal at commercial sites, then that decision has to go through the full NEPA 
process. 

Partial Delisting of 100 Area 

Doug Sherwood, EPA, briefed the Board on the partial delisting of the 100 Area. The notice of intent 
announcement was in the Federal Register on May 22. The public comment period continues through 
June 20. Merilyn Reeves asked what is the status of the barrels of uranium. Doug responded that the 
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first 350 barrels were removed and the uranium replaced in overpacked containers. They decided not to 
dig up any more of the barrels that have leaked until a path for moving through straight to disposition 
can be determined. There remains TRU waste in the burial grounds and it is a major challenge 
remaining for the Environmental Restoration program. 

Emmett Moore, Washington State University (University), asked when the area north of the Columbia 
River became part of the 100 Area and when did the entire area go on the National Priorities List (NPL). 
Doug responded that the waste sites in the 100 Area are on the NPL, not the entire site. Officially those 
sites went on the NPL when an agreement was signed which documented all of the potential releases 
from Hanford. As soon as the waste sites were in the TP A, they became part of the NPL site. The area 
north of the River was in the TP A in 1989. 

Norma Jean Germond asked whether the barrels of uranium left in the ground will continue to leak. 
Doug responded that after the 350 already dug up, 1200 remain and some of those may be leaking. 

Gerry Pollet asked about references to radiation surveys north of the Columbia River in declassified 
documents and whether there was a thorough examination in that area. Doug responded that a number 
of different actions have been taken to further delineate contamination, including radiation surveys and 
sampling. The main focus of the effort was to make the decision as to whether the sites were post-1980 
and RCRA issues or pre-1980 and then they were really past practice under Superfund. Any additional 
releases or contamination that is found is still DOE's responsibility. 

GroundwaterNadose Zone Integration 

Madeleine Brown updated the Board on two integrations currently under way. The first is the 
integration of groundwater and vadose zone activities being lead by Bechtel. The other integration 
activity is folding the Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment (CRCIA) into the 
groundwater and vadose zone activities. One of those integrations is underway. The Bechtel-led group 
is putting forth a lot of effort to involve stakeholders, but there is still disagreement on whether there is 
enough effort. At a recent workshop, everyone got together and identified a need to align the vadose 
zone effort with the CRCIA. They are not in total alignment, but participants discovered in talking with 
each other that there were more areas of agreement than previous thought. Bechtel plans to continue the 
workshops on a monthly basis and has opened their weekly meetings to the public. Five people signed 
up to become the issue manager from the Environmental Restoration Committee and are finding areas of 
agreement within the committee and building consensus. 

Merilyn Reeves commented that there is funding through Bechtel for public involvement on this issue. 
She asked what the responsibility of HAB' s budget is for intensive meetings on this issue. It should not 
be a Board responsibility to pay for the travel costs of individuals, but those costs should be paid by 
someone. She asked for some discussion from the Board as to what should be taken out of the HAB 
budget for this program. 

Gerry Pollet thought that what has happened would not be described as adequate public involvement. 
The Hanford Public Interest Network wrote a letter to Assistant Secretary Moniz stating how inadequate 
Bechtel has been in providing public involvement. Bechtel held a meeting last month for half a day to 
develop a public involvement plan, but they did not invite the public interest groups, pay for travel, nor 
understood that these groups should be involved. They are saying that the meetings are open, but they 
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do not understand that in order to develop an effective plan, funding has to be provided. At the current 
pace, an integration plan will be developed prior to any public involvement occurring. 

Todd Martin offered that previously, when the Board has used its resources to send people to meetings, 
it has been because the Board has considered the issues and process and determined it worthy of Board 
time. At this point, Board members should participate as individuals and the Environmental Restoration 
Committee should continue to discuss this issue. Gordon Rogers questioned why there had to be a 
separate public involvement process for the groundwater vadose zone integration program and why it 
could not be integrated into the existing public involvement process such as used for the TP A activities. 

Merilyn Reeves requested some followup on this, possibly from the Public Involvement Committee. As 
of this time, it was agreed that it is not something that the Board should spend its travel money on, but it 
does not lessen the need or responsibility for those who are doing this plan/strategy to have public 
involvement. 

Paige Knight commented that she was contacted, along with others, earlier in the year to give her input 
into the CRCIA strategy. She spent a couple of hours talking and never heard anything again. Louise 
Dressen stated that the Environmental Restoration Committee is putting together some potential draft 
advice for consideration by the Board, including concerns about public involvement. Coordination with 
the Public Involvement Committee may be appropriate. 

Health of the Site Meeting 

Merilyn Reeves announced that the Health of the Site meeting will be held in November. There was a 
call for papers and individuals have submitted papers. There has been some discussion as to whether the 
Board can structure its agenda to coincide with some of the Health of the Site activities. 

CRCIA Briefing of Under Secretary 

Wade Riggsbee commented on the CRCIA briefing. The participants went through a lengthy 
preparation for the presentation and from reading the briefings and meeting with people, it appears that 
the results of the meeting have been very positive. 

Emergencv Exercise 

Pam Brown announced that DOE will be holding its annual emergency exercise on June 18 at the K 
Basins. The Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committee is particularly interested in how DOE 
has applied lessons learned from the PFP accident worker health and safety aspect. They have requested 
involvement with the injured worker from the accident. Margery Swint will be representing the 
Committee along with her alternate. 

AGENDA ITEM#l2: JULY HAB MEETING AGENDA 

Merilyn Reeves stated that if there is a meeting in July, the major focus will be on TWRS privatization. 
Jim Trumbold asked if there is a plan to do a Wednesday evening session. Merilyn responded there have 
been very good sessions in the Tri-Cities, but it has not been attempted outside of the region. Louise 
Dressen commented that those sessions are structured in conjunction with major issues. Jim suggested 
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that the evening sessions are valuable to get everyone to a common level of understanding. Paige Knight 
suggested that the Board needed an update on the PFP accident. Norma Jean Germond suggested that 
stated that public meetings on a Wednesday night just for the public might be very valuable. Gerry 
Pollet and Madeleine Brown both agreed that it would be interesting to hear what the two prime 
contractors have done with their results of the self-assessment. Ken Bracken would like to hear if they 
are using WRAP. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Gai Oglesbee commented that many of the documents distributed to the Board over the past two days 
had good information in them and she will be sharing them with members of the public. 
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Attachments 

1. Attendees List 
1. FY99 Authorization Bills 
2. Hanford Environmental Management Estimated Compliance Gap FYI 998 - FY2000 
3. Letter to President Clinton from Governor Locke dated April 30, 1998 
4. Letter to Jim Owendoff and John Wagoner from Chuck Clarke and Tom Fitzsimmons dated May 14, 

1998 
5. Letter to Federico Pefia and Franklin Raines from Governor Kitzhaber dated May 19, 1998 and 

Memo to Congressional Staff Members from Mike Grainey dated May 1, 1998 
6. Letter to Stephen Michelsen from Hanford Advisory Board dated June 5, 1998 
7. Status of Hanford' s Tank Waste Cleanup Contracts: Hanford Advisory Board Briefing 
8. TWRS-P Regulatory Overview 
9. Primary and Alternate Path to Privatization 
10. Letter to Federico Pefia from NW Regional Stakeholders regarding Intersite Workshops dated May 

20, 1998 
11. Memo from Merilyn Reeves to Executive Committee dated 
12. Letter to Jim Owendoff and John Wagoner from Chuck Clarke and Tom Fitzsimmons dated June 3 
13. Press Release Regarding Instigation of Spent Nuclear Fuel Dispute Resolution dated June 4 
14. Letter to Chuck Clarke and Tom Fitzsimmons from Jim Owendoff dated June 3 
15. Spent Nuclear Fuel Organization Chart 
16. DOE Overhead and Indirect Costs Information 
17. PHMC Contract FY97 Incentive Fee Status 
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