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Inter Agency Management Integration Team 
EPA Conference Room 

712 Swift Blvd., Richland 
December 15, 1998 

FFTF Secretarial Decision - Related Change Requests 

Al Farabee, RL, discussed the status of the Secretarial Decision for FFTF and associated Tri-Party 
Agreement Change Requests. Tentative agreement was reached between the Tri-Parties on the 
changes to the reactor milestones as well as the Response to Comments document. The Change 
Request will be held in abeyance pending the Secretarial decision that is expected by December 
31, 1998. If the decision is that FFTF may have a role in tritium production, then work will begin 
on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process, the public meeting strategy will be 
developed, and a contractor selected to perform the EIS. If the decision is negative, then work will 
continue in accordance with the shutdown plan. 

GroundwaterN adose Zone 

Although negotiations continued, tentative agreement was not achieved by the 
December 4, 1998, deadline. Ecology wants to use a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) Facility Investigation/Corrective Measures Study (RFI/CMS) process and tie 
commitments from this negotiation into a corrective action that is in tum tied to treatment, storage 
and disposal (TSO) closures. A one-week extension was granted to December 11, 1998. RL and 
Ecology were not able to reach agreement on two areas: 

• The incorporation of the substantive provisions of the State's Model Toxic Control Act 
(MTCA) as the controlling regulation in this RCRA Corrective Action under the Tri-Party 
Agreement 

• Funding constraints are driving the milestone schedule for the RFI/CMS tasks and interim 
measures beyond dates that are acceptable to Ecology . 

The revised statement of dispute is due to the IAMIT by December 18, 1998; the !AMIT review 
will be concluded by January 8, 1999, and, unless an extension is granted, will be elevated to the 
Director of Ecology for a final determination by close of business on January 22, 1999. RL 
reported that the tables and schematics attached to the change request were revised and would be 
forwarded to Ecology on December 15, 1998. RL requested that "substantive provisions" of 
MTCA be defined. 

C-106 Sluicing -M-45-03A 

RL reported (Attachment 1) that sluicing started on November 18, 1998, and that 3 inches of 
sludge was transferred to double-shell tank 241-AY-102. After approximately 2.5 hours of 
operation, sluicing operations released approximately 450 parts per million (ppm) of volatile 
organic compounds (VOC), measured at the stack, which exceeded the Notice of Construction 
(NOC) permit limit of 50 ppm. Ecology was immediately notified, operations were stopped, and 
access to the Tank Farm was restricted. Analytical results of samples captured during the event 



were inconclusive, so a process test is planned for December 16, 1998. A meeting will be held the 
first week of January to discuss the status of the actions outlined in the October 8, 1997, 
determination letter from the Director of Ecology (Attachment 2). Specifically: 

a) Sluicing retrieval of tank 241-C-106 wastes will be completed no later than 
December 31, 1999 

b) Completion of sluicing shall be by mutual (written) determination, approved by 
Ecology and DOE IAMIT representatives. This determination will include a 
finding that the limit of sluicing retrieval capability was reached for tank 
241-C-106 and that subsequent waste removal, if necessary to meet the retrieval 
commitments of milestone M-45-00 will be accomplished by alternative 
technology 

c) Items A and B above are established as an Agreement interim milestone 
d) RL Assistant Manager for TWRS shall forward a bimonthly letter report to 

the Ecology TWRS Project Manager describing 241-C-106 project status, project actions 
taken or occurring during the report period, whether they are consistent with approved 
Agreement requirements, and the TWRS program integrated baseline and logic, and 
whether or not compliance with A above remains achievable. 

e) RL should immediately notify Ecology at any time it determines it is no longer able 
to maintain compliance with schedules compatible with completing the sluicing of 
wastes from Tank 241-C-106 by December 31, 1999. 

SX Tank Farm Notice of Correction 

On November 17, 1998, Ecology issued a Notice of Correction (NOC) alleging three violations of 
State Dangerous Waste Regulations. RL sent a letter to Ecology invoking the dispute provisions 
of the Tri-Party Agreement under the premise that this issue would be more appropriately dealt 
with under the Agreement. Ecology stated that there never was an intent to levy enforcement 
actions for the concerns stated in the first part of the letter. Ecology and RL have met at the 
project manager level and tentatively resolved the technical issues. A proposal was made to 
continue to address this issue at the project level without having to elevate it to the IAMIT. 
Ecology will provide a letter stating this. 

M-40-07, Commence Operations of Vapor Treatment System in Tank 103-C Dispute Resolution 

It was agreed that the dispute resolution period was extended to January 26, 1999 at the !AMIT 
level (Attachment 3). Suzanne Dahl discussed the consent decree. If there is a suitable resolution 
or replacement for the M-40-07 milestone in the consent decree, then M-40-07 will be deleted 
from the Tri-Party Agreement. D. Sherwood reminded Ecology and DOE that they (EPA) have 
not been involved in any of the consent decree discussions and that any modification to Tri-Party 
Agreement milestones will require their signature. 

Public Involvement 

Gail McClure, RL, discussed the RL Manager's and FFTF Stakeholder evaluation results 
(Attachment 4). Both the RL Managers and the stakeholders felt that the public involvement 
activities provided a good forum for bringing issues and/or information to the agencies and was 
useful for initiating dialogue with the stakeholders. Activities were well coordinated between the 



Public Involvement offices. A brief discussion was held on the Fact/Focus sheets; the Public 
Involvement offices believe that they can be improved and would like to have an independent set 
of eyes look at them to see if they are hitting the mark. The responsiveness to public comments 
was also discussed. Almost one year has elapsed since the FFTF comments were received and to 
date, no response has been provided. General consensus was that it would be appropriate to send a 
card to the people who submitted comments thanking them for their interest, stating discussions 
continue, milestones are being negotiated, etc. That would let them know that they were being 
heard. While all attendees concurred with the approach, the staff to do that is currently not 
available. 

A proposal was made to publish the Hanford Update bi-annually instead of bi-monthly 
(Attachment 5). The Hanford Cleanup Calendar and the Hanford Happenings would be 
published monthly. Because there are a number of approvals required for articles contained in the 
Update, the newsletter is published behind schedule and in many instances, after public 
involvement activities occurred. Going to this new schedule for communications would provide 
stakeholders with more current information and would be more timely and cost-effective. The · 
IAMIT felt that additional information would be required before they could act on this and 
requested the Public Involvement Committee recommendation be included on the January 26, 
1999, IAMIT agenda. 

A draft Standardized Procedure for Agency-Only or Tri-Party Agreement Public Meetings was 
distributed (Attachment 6). There was not general consensus between the Public Involvement 
Officers on the content of the procedure so they were requested to bring the procedure back to the 
January 26, 1999, IAMIT. In addition, they will need to address how public involvement 
activities will be handled at the budget meetings scheduled for February 1999. 

NOTE: NEXT MEETING IS SCHEDULED FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 26, 1999. 
Mike Wilson, Chairperson 



12/15/98 

Briefing to- IAMIT 
On Tank C-106 Sluicing 

Attachment 1 
IAMIT 

December 15, 1998 

Current Status 

• RL Manager's approval for ventilation tie-in, hot-operational testing, and 
initiate sluicing operation on September 28, 1998. 

• Completed TPA milestone M-45-03A, Initiate Tank C-106 Sluicing, on 
November 18, 1998. 

- Sluiced for 2-1/2 hours and transferred 3 in sludge to double-shell tank 
AY-102 

• Sluicing operation released 450 ppm of VOC, measured at the stack, 
exceeding the NOC permit limit of 50 ppm. Ecology notified 
immediately. 

• Sample analysis showed very low-.Ievel of harmful organics. The analysis 
was inconclusive. 

• Comprehensive sampling plan is prepared to collect additional vapor 
samples during limited sluicing on December 16, 1998. 

- Ecology has accepted the sampling plan and the possible VOC release in 
excess of 50 ppm but limited to 500 ppm. 
- Large number of samples will be taken for analysis by PNNL and SAS 
- \Yorkers ' safety has been of the highest concerns. 

~ . 
- C-farm workers to be in supplied air. Control station and all other test 
personnel to have access to SCBA 
- Non-essential workers will be kept clear of C-farm 

• Sample analysis will determine the need for Ventilation inodification. 
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STATE 01' WI\SHINGlON 

DEPARTMENT Of ECOLCJGY 
P.O. Bow 47600 • Olympiit, WA.'fl1ini;~,10 98.S04-7(100 

t.Jt.n) 407-6000 • TDD Only (H£'arin~ tm11aircdJ (:11,(I) 407-6006 

October 8, 1997 

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

Dear Mr. Wagoner: 

Attachment 2 
IAMIT 

December 15, 1998 

RJi~; Final Detenuinntio11 pursuant 10 lbnford Federal Facility Agrctmtnt and Consent 
01•der (Agreement) in tbe matter of Che disa1>1>roval of the Department of Energy"s change 

I . 
control form M-45-97-03 . · 

This letter follow~_ dis.cussioni;; held October 2, 1997 between Lloyd Piper, Dan Silver. and t.heir 
respective staffs:in r:~ponse _to Mi. Piper',; requesr to discuss the Parties" M-45-0JA disputc.2 

Enclosed pl~se :find tl1c final determination 'in this matter pur~uant to Agreement Part Two, 
Artic1e VIII. Paragraph 30(0).· · 

The Wisshington Departmem of Ecology (Ecology) is deeply concerned over the inordinate · 
amount of time that chc Dcpurtment of Energy (DOE) and its conrractors have taken to date to 
safdy ret.rieve wastc.s from DOE's single shell tank 241-C-106 (C-J06t As you know, this tank 
and its contents present the veiy real risk of major environment.al incident. For example, DOE has 
informed us that should tank C-106 begin lo leak, DOE would be forced to continue to add 
cooling water. thereby greatly exacerbating the relt:a.Sc oftankcoments to adja~nt soils and area 
groundwaters. ln addition, because of the high heat ofC-106 wastes. this tank has long been, and 
continues to be. under great stress. Should efforts to adequately reduce this stress through 
cooling fail. DOE impact eslinu1h::s focus on hmk strnctural failure including dome coJlapse and 
resulting on-site c,r off-site releases. 

l..et1a. 97-U'l.>l>-CISII: t.lc:"'T-" Ii. S~n<lc-r<. 1'ri 1'111ty Agn:-,-.m·4ll Admiui,1,"""·· 11. S . IX-JNOntucnl o(l';;,c,-,-._\'. kichi..1d l'icld Office In Milct! 
Wiwn. 1.4..""(:P·. t.J...:1-,.,.. W .. <1<: l\·.,c, "'"· W:.J,;,.,,.,., l)'l'""'"""' o( l~ uk,r,y. MA)' 4. I ?'J7 (l'l,;.t k~ 1r·..,1>1ni\tc<I d1:.nr,o, re,.....,_,. M· 
45-97-0.:\ d~kd Aj.,-il 7. 1997). , 

l.:llcr. 97·1'..J\l'-G92: 1.loyd l'ip,,'. f>..l"")' M;in;a~'t. ll. S . Ot!p,.,,n,._,,, of Enugy~ ltichl:u1d l'idJ Ull°ia,. to l>an SiJv.:r, Deputy l>irc:cfor, 
C,wi,·.,..,,,c,.a,,1 l'rnt:•·"""'· W~hin"°'' Drpar1m,-.11 nf' ,,.,.,lor._v d:11cd i.c111,-.11l-..,f l6. I ?!17. 

T ,11.I: 2•11-(:- 106 i~ cb,.,,,.,.,;,,. ;a •·ntr'l>c»lin,;~ ln,,1;. aod "'"""'"~ <utile ll?.(100 t:"ll<k\.• ofhirJ, l1c;at ~llldl,d' da,;,;cd ~ ,radinac::li~ mixed 
w;ad .... 

0 



Mr. John D. Wngoncr 
October&. 1997 

J also note. that though 1he M-45-0JA interirn milestone and this dispute focus on the initiation of 
.-etrieval of C- I 06 liquid wastes through sluicing; addressing C-106 cleanup issues and risks 
oven,11 has necessarily led the Parties to considc1 each ofthl! 1·emuining major components of the 
C-106 retrieval project, e . g .• completion of sluicing, and subsequent initiation and completion of 
retrieval ofC-106 .. hard heel" residues~. Timely completion of these other directly impacted 
components is not only neces~iftry in atltlressing C-106 environment.al and safety concerns, but is 
also crit.ical from the larger standpoint of t-imdy retrieval technology development so as to support 
TWRS waste retrieval and tank waste proc;;essing schcduks overall . 

.Ecology ce11ainly agrees that DOE must cusure that safety issues associated with the C-106 
project are adequately assessed and managed thr'ough lhc developmenl and impl_ementation of 
sound waste management and safely programs. However. this need is no excuse for the 
inefficient C- J 06 safety issue identification and resolution we have observed to date (C-i 06 safety 
i~ucs have by and lnrge been known for many years). It has been 1hese inefficiencies, and 
cominuiug expectations by. DOE that Ecology \Viii minimize DOE liability by simply extending 
Agreement C- J 06 wasre retrieval schedules. which have led to this dispute. 

Enclosed with this lencr is a formal copy of Ecology's final determination in this matter. In 
short, our determination is 10 disapprove DOE's r¢ques1 to extend milestone M-45-0JA. 

ll is our understanding that DOE plans to begin ·sluicing retrieval-oftanlc C-106 by November 30, 
J 998. Factually (given our denial of DOE·s Change Re<1uest Form M-45-97-03) DOE will be iri 
violation of milestone M-45-0JA as of November I, 1997. As a result, stipulated penalties u1ider 
Agreement A,1icle IX may be assessed. &~ology will hold assessment of stipulated penalties in 
abeyance provided that DOE complies with the following: 

(A} Sluicing retrievai of tank 241-C- l 06 wastes will be completed no later than December 31, 
1999. 

(B) Completion of sluicing shall be by mutual (written) determination, approved by Ecology and 
DOE IAMIT representatives. This determination will include a finding that the limit of 
sluicing retrieval capability has been reached for tank 24 l •C- J 06, and that subsequent waste 
removal. if nece~sary lo meet the retrieval commitments ofmile. .. tone M-45-00, will be 
nccomplishcd by alternative technology. 

(C) Items A and B above are cstahl!shed us an Agreement imerim miles,one. 

<:.1oc, w11~c ,·.:1,·i.:val _,h•ilic,.111~ hc:iur, .-unJu<.-tcd "~" ooordin111,•d 111·ujo!d 11,:u,:1,;c.t :.s t,01h ~ Tmlk Wai.le ltc:mcdiatinn Sydcrn (TWltS) 
""h1><uj,:,,."1, anJ a 1.-.. :.h11olu1;~• J~--.-.:1 .. ,,.nc:111 initia1iv.: und..'1' 11.., I)( lE 'a 11,u,fo,J '1';111k Jni1i;i1ivc (I rn). 

2 



Mr. John D. W21goncr 
October 8. 1997 · • 

(D) DOE's Assistant Manager for TWRS shall forward a bimonthly lelter rcpo11 to Ecology's 
TWRS J>rojecl Manager' describing 241-C-106 project status, project actions taken or 
occurring during the rcpor1 period, whether they are cousistenl with approved Agreemcn1 
rcquiremcnls, and the TWRS program integrated baseline and logic, and whether or not l , , __ 
complinncc with (A) above remains achievable. •-

(E) DOE shall immediately no1ify Ecology at any time it dc1ermines it is no longer able to 
maintain compliance_ wi1h schedules compatible with completing the sluicing of wastes from 
tank C-196 by December 3 1. I 999. · 

I assur\! you 1lun Ecology remains commined to working with DOE in resolving C- I06 waste 
relrieval issues. However, the clear intent of my final determination in this inaner is 10 establish 
t.hat compliance with Agrcc1ncnt mile~tones that have been cslablished in the pasr is a ba-;ic 
expectation that must be met. I look forward to continuing to work ~th you to ensure that 
H anford cleanup programs are managed efficiently and remain oulcome oricmed. 

T om Fitzsimmons 
Director 

Enclosure ( l) 

cc· Al Ahn. DOE-:HQ 
Jackson Kinzer, DOE-RL 
Lloyd Piper, DOE-RL 
George Sandeis-DOE-RL 
Hank Hat.ch, FDH 
Linc Hall. LMHC 
Chuck Clarke, EPA Region J 0 
Marilyn Reeves, Hanford Advisory Boal'd 
Tanya Barnett. Office oft he Attorney General 
Administrative Record 
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Enclosure 

FINAL DETERMINATION 

Final detumlnntion pursunut to lboford f'cdr.ral Facility Agn:ement. and Consent 
Ol'der, (Ag.-cement) Part Two, Arlicle VIIJ, 1>aragn,1>h 30(0): in the ou1Uer of the 
disapproval or the Dep_al1mcnt of Energy, 

Post-it" Fax Note 7671 
This determination follows discussions held i 

Dan Silver (Ecology). and their respective st 
OJA dispute and the -Department of Energy•~ 
constitutes my final .determination in this ma1 
Vlll, paragraph 30(D). 1·his determination t 
consideration of Ecology's Administrative R 

To ~ C <.? tt '"' J ,, - I.A, 

Co./Dept. I 

Phone t 

Fax# 

~ackground and Mileston~ History 

Date ltats• 
From 

Co. 

Phone t 

Fax# 

Between 1969 and 197 I. high heat sludges were sluiced from waste stored in Hanford 
single shelled tanks in an cffon to recover Cesium 0

' Rnd Strontium 1a. Unfortunately. the 
sludge was:hing/decanting step of the process did not function as pl,mned, and excessive 
strontium rich solids were transferred to tauk 241-C-I 06 (C-J 06). · 

In January 1991,. in accordance with Public Law IO 1-51 o. Section 313 7 (the Wydei1 
. Amendment), tank C-106 wa.~ identified as a high-level _Watch List tank that "may ha,,e a 
serious potc11tial.f<Jr re/ea.wt of high-level wat.:tc due tu U11co~1trolkd i11crea$eS o/ 
temperature or prcssurf!" . Tank C-106 represents ll potential nlajor environmental 
incident, and is classed by 1hc DOE as a Priority J safoty issue because: (I) Jfthe lank 
leaked and waler cooling was stl)pped. an uncon1.-olled release of rn.tlimaclivc mal(?rial 
could occur.due to dome failure. leading to on-site or off-site radiation exposure, and (2) 

. Jf addition of cooling water was not stopped. 11u1intaining cooling water levels would 
result in continual water nnd contaminant loss to area soils and eve11tually the 
groundwater. Single shell tank C-)06 currently holds some 229,000 gallons of high level 
radioactive mixed waste. 

Agreement interim miles1one M-4 5-03 A was created in January of I 994 as pan of a sec of 
enforceable Agreement work schedules neg(ltiated between the Piu1ics in 01der to 
" rebas:cline" Hanford·s Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS). and, in the instance of 
tank C-106. 10 address 1hc cnvii·omncntal and safety issues posed by the lank and its 
contents . These .. tank waste task force" ncgotia1ions look place over an approximately 
eight 01011th period of intense technical discussion and public debate. Resulting 
Agreement w<;rk schedules were hailed hy then Governor Mike Lowry; Assistant 
Sccrcta,y of Energy, Th~)mas Gnunl>ly, Din:;cto.- of1lu.~ W11shington Deparlmenl of 
Ecology. Mary Riveland~ Acting Regional Adminis1rator of the Environmental Protection 

J .. cncr. ~7-Wl)l>-0!\II: Oc.,.-i;.:: 11. l."ll<k-n, T,·j r;,ny A~cc:ni.--111 l\1t.11i11i, t.1 ;,1ur. ll. S. f>cp•nmc111 of Encr,;y. Rid.rand Field 
OITKJC 1u Mik<' Wi!S<N1. Mm,ai,:~..-. Wa•:hini,un l>.:ponmml nfl~.olo~y. Nuc:ki, W;,,ac: l"«l1:f3111, M~y ti . I ??7 (1111• lcna 
h ·.-u,.:m iu-,J ch""fi~ ,-.,,p..,<1 M -• '.\-97-0) ,1~1-,d l\j'ril 7. l'J'>7). . 



A~•"Ccmcnf Milc.<1fo11c M -45-0J/\ Di31Jrnlc 

O,·cobcr 8, 1997 

Agency. Oernld Elllison~ and members of the l-t1mford Advisory Board· as a set of hard 
fought and well founded schedules necessary to finally get on with the business of cleaning 
up the Hanford sire. 

Cleanup project ·'schedule management" by DOE &nd its contractors was also an area of 
significant concern 1hroughout these ''tank waste task force" negotiations. Ecology, .EPA, 
the Hanford Advisory Board, and other Hanford stakeholders w~n~ im;reasingly critical of 
the DOE and i1s contractors for lack of cleanup progress and managcme11i control. As a 
result, Agreement Action Plan Section 11 . 7 ·'Tank Waste Remediation Sy_~fem Critical .· 
Path Process" was created. Und~r the requirements of this section DOE agreed to 
establish and maiu,ge TWRS projects. including C-106 waste rc1rieval, utilizing an 
integrated critic.'ll path ·rnanagemcnt ·system which was to be fully operational by . 
Sept.ember, I 994 . To 1his day. DOE has yet to implement critical path manage.mem, and 
$lands in violation of Sec-tion 11. 7. 

Milestone M-45-0lA requires the initiation of waste retrieval from single shell tank C-106 
by October 31, 1997. This milestone was creat.ed i11 order to: (I) resolve: the high heat 
saf'ety·issues associated with tank contents. and (2) demonstrate single shell tank sluicing 
retrieval technologies. Knowledge gained through the demonst1·ation of sluicing 
·1e<;:hnologies win be a critical first step in tank waste retrieval a1 Hanford. It is also 
impor1ant to recognize that phase two C-106 waste retrieval technology demonstrations, 
i.e., removal :of.·•·hard heel'' precipitants by technologies other than sluicing, (:411 ool 
proc;ccd until phase one is con-iplcted. 

tJnfottunately, since establislurient ofthis ·(M-45-03A) milestone, management of the C-
106 _sluicing project by DOE and its conrractor (then Westinghouse Hanford Co.) was 
charncterized by inefficiency, poor planning. Jack of adec1uate and timely technical work by 
_DOE's contrnctor. lack of proper oversight and management by DOE, and failure to · 
identify safety issues and resolve them in a timely fashion . ExampleS ofthese management 
f aiJures include the following: · 

Lack of timely and adequate C-106 waste cl1a1-acterizadon: In mid 1994 C-106 was 
llanford's top tank waste charactcti7..ation priorily. However. due lo slow characterizati.on 
p~ogram progres..c;, DOE decided to move ahead with C-106 .. Safety Assessment" (SA) 
documcn1arion without adeqm1le characterization infom1ation. This_decision drew stiff 
c1·iticism, caused associated delays, and resulted in an eventual decision by the DOE to 
obtain C- J 06 .. grab samples... These grab sam1>les (not. surprisingly) were found to be not 
representative of C-106 waste. and only added to the uncenainty of the developing SA. 
Because of this inadequate approach 10 chnn1ctcri:zation and SA development. C-106 
snfety issue uncc,1aintics remain (For example. the amoun1 aud distribution of ha11 
gcnerJltin!; matcrinl in the wltste). 'J11cse inefficiencies in managing 1he C:- 106 project have 
led to the use of overly conservative and res1ric1ive·requiremcnts in the SA. The failure of 
DOE and ils contractor to provide adequate and timely characterization data has 
conti'ibulcd to OOE's 'difficulties to dntc irf defining reasonable project requirements. 

2 
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Ai:1·ccmc11f MllcJilOnc M•4S•CIJA bil!p111c 

Octohc.-r M,-1997 

l;ailun: to identify J1nd adt:qualt:ly 1·cs1>ond 10 pulr.nlinl .. steam bump" $Hfely i1sucs: 
Events classed as steam bumps have long been recognized as potential safely issues 
associated with Hanford high heat lank waste.,;. In November of 199.S the potential for 
these types of events at tank C-106 and sluicing waste receiver tank A Y-102 were raised 
as concerns by Ha11ford·s·chcmical Reac.tions Subgroup of the Technical Assistance Panel 
(CRsn·Ar). 11 appears tha1 the DOE and WHC did not take these concerns seriously 

. enough in 1he ins1ance of A Y-102. and only aitemptcd to address them at C-106 itself. 

In October of 1996, DOE's new comractor for the TWRS (Lockheed Ma11in Hanford 
Company/LMHC) performed a review of the C-!06 SA and identified numerous problems 
(Included among these were discoveries 1ha1. AY- 102 heal vc11tila1io11 capaci1y 
assumptions were in error. nnd that A Y-102 ventilation system modifications will have t(? 
be m2tde before w21stc tnm.o;fer can begin). DO E's review of these numerous comments led 
IO its a cceptance oftln: ntajurily of the m since they '\1Vcrc .eleanents ofDOE's own safety 

. requirements. 

This Jack of timely and adequate technical work by DOE' s contractor, in conjunction with 
a lack of adequate oversight and manc1scn1cn1 by DOE, has resulted in C-106 SA 
completion continuing to be a roadblock to project success. 

lnde.cislon a·egardlng the potcu1i~I fo1· flammable g11s ~11fety i~sucs at H21nfo1·d high 
level radioactive waste tanks, including la,ik •C-106: The generation offl~m~nable 
gasses (most not.ably hydrogen) in Hanford tank wastes has been studied for many years. 
Unfortunately, questionable decision making in regard 10 flammable gas issues has 
unnecessarily slowed work at C-106. Most notable among these delays was an October 
17, 1995 work stoppage by DOE when it decided to impose administrative controls on 
Hanford tanks not already classed as flammable gas "~atch list .. tanks. In doing so, DOE 

. invoked Agreement Article XXXII .. CllEATION Of DANGER"2 which provides that : 
.. Jf any Party detcm1ines that activities conducted pursuant to this Agreement are creating 
a danger to the health or welfare of the people on the Ji&nford site or in the sunounding 
iirea or to the environment. that Party may require or order the work to stop." : .. Jn 
invoking Article XXXII, DOE also noted tha1 .. The additional flammable gas controls 
have imposed limitations on the RL's ability to contin~e work loward mcctiug several 
1 lanford Federal facility Agreement and Consent 01dcf (T1i Pnrty Agreemenl) 
milestones.'\ {lncludinff M-45-03A). and 1hat these impacts ·· . .. will require a milestone 
extension". Ecology ianmedia1dy quc:..-stioncd the. appropriateness of this work stoppage\ 
and noted that ""The need for this unprecedented decision has not been adequately 
justified.'' . . . . and that "we have neither agreed with this claim or granted any relief from 
(TPA) work requirements." 

l,,u.,.,9~- l•IU-2 3~ : J" d ,w.111 Kin1.cr, A,..:i<u.,1111.bn.igcr. "fanl.: W.2!<1.: lt.:111cdi'lli,1n :;)""1Cm. ll. S . l>,:iw,,uenl url~gy. 
lticl,laincl l'iclcl C')f)icc lo M il:c Wil<on. M.uo.-.1:.,,.. W;ui,i,1r.h>u l)ci,;,t111 ir.ul uf" fa:olo&)', Nuclcftr ~ ' A<lc l'rui:,nm, l>c~mbc-r 12. 

19~~-

f .din·: J.fikc WiJ...o1~ ~4 ;111.aocr· .. w .. ~·hinj;f•>n l> ... ,, .. ,...n.c-n, of EL'-1,lo,~v. Nu,. .. k:a, W2.c11: .. hl6,f3'11 ' " Jx ·k )>.1\1, l(ioY..cr . I\..Ui'3..11111 

t,.1,..,,.,.c , . TAul.: W .. .a,, lku .. :J ialiun S )"s&crn. 11. i. . L>...1,;11111 ..:111 ,>1"E11~tt!~•. l(i.f>lnod l'k.ld Olli,-:, l>c,'<."111h~..-12. 19~~. 
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A~1-c::eme11c Milc.~conc: M-4.5-0.lA l>i,-pol<· 

Occohcr 8. 1997 

Subsequent to work stoppage m C-106. DOE's decision drew substalllial criticism 
including that of J-lanford's Chemical Reactions Subgroup (CRS/T AP) which concluded 
•hat it did nol suppol't 1he 1echnical work ;tssociated with adding tanks to the flammable 
gas watch list and that .. his the.-efo~·e our unanimous, technical opinion that the presented 
study docs not represent an adequate technical basis for supporting addition of specific 
tanks to the l~GWL."'" DOE retracted irs recommendarion 10 add tanks to the flammable . . ~ 

gas watch 11st on June 3 1, 1996· . 

J"•1·occdural llislo•-y of Chis Dispute 

On May 6. 1997, ·DOE submitted Agreement Change Control Form M-45-97-03 to 
Ecology" for approval . 13y this submiual, DOE requested the ex.tension of Agreement 
in1crim milestone M-45-03A from Oclober 1997 to September _1998 in order to 
accommodate the completion of Safely Asse.~sn~ent (SA) revision. process conlro1 plan 
revision, flammable gas equipment upgrndes, and waste monitoring and control equipment 
to prevent steam bump occllrrcncc." ·111is l"equest was disapproved by Ecology on May 6, 
1997. and was addressed in a subsequent letter' noting that Ecology does!' ... not agree 
with the Department of Energy (DOE) th&1 good cause exists for an exlension to 
milestone M-45-03A", . . . that ... The DOE has had .two years in which to _address the safety 
issues for project W~320.", and rhat ··only recently has DOE and their cootraclor taken 
steps to create a sound. defensible basis for the project.. We believe these to be project -

· management issues. and as such arc not ~ood cause for an extension!': 

On May 27, 1997. DOE invoked dispute resolution in this matter i11 accordance witJ1 
. section 12.3.3 of the Agreement.Action Plan (DOE had apparently not yet received 
Ecology's May 20. 1997 letter). Following this action discussions between DOE and 
Ecology at the Project Manager level were conducted in an effon to resolve the dispute, 

· but were unsuccessful. 

· Consequently, on July 22, J 997, DOE forwarded a M-4 5-03A ST A TEMENT OF 
DISPUTE•, within which it noted that it .. ~ercises its right under Tri Party Ag~ecmcnt 
Anicle VIII, Section 30 A, to elevate rhis matter to the IAMIT for further consideration." 

• 

s 

6 

l 

lfllmlill M<m11Wi'f"lo1m; ,ad_, t:.irv.cr. A-.;i'1a111 S<i.Tcta1)1. Tiull: W11i.1c Rcm,:di!IIHlfl S)ll,lCII\. ll. S.. l>qw1mct111•fl'°...c1"t}'. 
Ri..-hla,,J F',clJ oni<.-.: fu Steve .. c-uw ..... l>c1N1ly l\....i,;t;u,I ~L·u-t;U")"· t-:n.,;,, ..... ..,. .. ;,, i.buai;nnc•II. ll. S . • ,.,. ... 11n1cnl or r.nttgy. 
Wao:hirt&lnn I>. C ., Jiu..: ll . IV116. 

1-ttlcr. 97-Wl>l>--O,I( ; Grot"C" II. S...w&.."1-,;,, Tri l'.a,1y /\!,'·•-.:m,-.11 /\dmini"'•·~..,,. l •· S . lk'!l:>Ollk.'111 ufl':t,.,,·C)'. lti<.'t1land l'i.:ld 
Offl.x 10 Mil.c Wil-..n. li.fatUO&-'I". Wa!.11i111:.i.1u u.:,1.1,1111,c,u ,ofl·:..,11u1~\·. Nu,·1.::21· \\';,~1.: .1•rn1:,at11 (ll>i• 1<'1i..-, 11;,n~n>i1tal Chani;c 
lt<.-c.,...---'I 1'111111 M-• .\ .97-•1:1 d114.:d Ac11·il 7 . l'J'J7) 

1,:11 .. -r: Milla Wil""''• t.b,"'ti~-r. Wa,;i1i11r,t, .. , l> .. 1•N11nocnc ofl!vulor,y. Nudcar Wn<tc l'rui;ram 10 Ja<i:son l(;.w,r. A>:d!lanC 

t.fan.,r,r,·. ·r :mk W,..1., l(.,..,._.Ji.olia11 S)""<11•. and l;.;,,rl!" S"ntl .. -.,,:., Tri t•,u•)' /\uc .. ·mc:nt Admini,1ra1o<, ll. S. Ocpnnmcnl of 
l'Nrty, M,:,y 20. 1997. . 

1.cucr. "J7-Wl>l.>- I I 1!: <."k:of"&c 11 . Sanden:. "lh l"any Agr .. 'Cfn~•" i\dmi11i1,1ra1or. LI. 1-. lkl'llrln..:111 nl' l~i.:ray, Rw,hbnd l'id<I 
OlliC<elt\ Mi4:c \Vil t:AWI. 11.4:ui:ie,,'f. W.1.-!1i11~1<1n 1><1•:.llfllClll <'f Ec,,J,,l!)'. Nu.·k~, w"'"' l'soi;,.lm. July 12. l9'J7. 
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A,:1·rcmcnt Mllutosu.: M-,!H).lA Dispute 

October H, 1997 

Deliberation al the )AMIT (Inter Ag,c°ncy Management Jnlcg,a1iu11 T!Atlll) level, including 
· an extension agreed _lo by DOE and Ecology signature on August 26, 1997, conlinued, but 
failed to result in resolution wilhin the agreed-to time frame (by September 24, 1997). 
This M-45-03A dispute was then elevated for a final determination of the director. Mr. 
Piper subsequently requested a· meeting with Dan Silver. Ecology"s Deputy Director for 
Environment~! )>rograms, to discuss this matter prior lo my final determination. That 
meeting was held in Lacey on October 2, l 997. 

This dispute has now come to me for final resolution. 

l>OE Proposed Re.solution of the M-4S-03A Dispuk 

Under DOE's proposal ro modify Agreement interim milestone M-45-03A, the 
milestone's Oc.'lober 1997 end date would be extended to September 1998. 

In its change control form, DOE has offered two justifications for the·requcsted extension. 
i.e., 10 allow sufficien& time for the.resolution of receipt tank AY-102 steam bump and 
flammable ga~ i~~ues. 

Findings and Final DcCenniuation 

. E~ology has _ncvcr.wa_vered from: the basic 1cncls llust cleanup work at Hanford must be 
·conducted safely and that Agreement requirements must be established with consideration 
of associated safety issues. H~wever. DOE and .DOE contractor management failures in 
the inslance of this C-106 sJuicing project have been exceedingly disappointing. DOE•s 
proposal suffers from a number of naws including the follpwing: 

• Issues which DOE has assened as being recently identified, have in fact a substantial 
history at ·Hanford and should have been identified and efficiently dealt with as 
potential safely .issues at tanks C-106 and ~ Y - I 02 early in the process. H~d these 
issues been identified in a timely mannea· and managed efficicully, DOE would have 
been able to resolve them and comply with milestone M~5-03A. 

• The TWRS (C-106) subproject has 100 often been impacted by indecisive. inefficient 
or otherwis.deficient management decisions. 

• DOE and it!> contractor have bee..11 especially deficient in their abilities to identify safety . . 

issues associated wit.II the C-106 sluidng project. 10 develop a sound and timely C-J 06 
Safety Assessment, and lo move lhcsc issues to re.sulutioil within a reasonable amount 
of time. 

• DOE's consistent lack of recognition oft hes~ failures. and failure to resolve them are 
troubling, and threaten many other Agree111c111 projects. Though we have found 
DOE's new TWRS contractor (LMHC) refreshingly encoup1ging to date. past 
expcricnc.c makes promised fuuuc progress 011 ihis p1~ject hard to believe. 

s 



Airc:c1nC't1C Milc.,conc. M-•5-0J/\ Dbpucc: 

Ocfobcr 8, 1997 

• Good anise for extension of the M-45-0JA milestone does not exis( . 

• DOE will stand in violation of imerim milestone M•45-0.JA as of November I. 1997. 

Jn light or the Administralivc Rc<"ont and lhc findings outlined above, and in an 
effort 10 ensure the snfc and timely retrieval of tnnk C-106 wastes, and tile resolution 
of C-106 cnvironmcnh\l risks, my final dctcnadnation in this mauer is as follows: 

I. DOE's proposal (Change Re<Juest Form M-4S-97-03) is unaccepiable and is 
hereby disapproved. 

l<J-&J,_17 
Date 

<, 



Attachment 3 
IAMIT 

December 15, 1998 

-- -- -=-----=---~~ - - -- - -~-~-- -=-===----
December 15, 1998 

EXTENSION TO DISPUTE RESOLUTION FOR HANFORD FEDERAL FACILITY 
AGREENIBNT AND CONSENT ORDER MILESTONE M-40-07 

On April 9, 1997 the U.S. Department of Energy invoked the dispute resolution 
provisions of Tri-Party Agreement Article VIII concerning the State of Washington 
Department of Ecology assertions about completion ofinterim Milestone M-40-07. The . 
dispute was eleyated to the Inter Agency Management Integration Team (!AMIT) level 
on April 28, 1998, and was subsequently ex.tended through December 15, 1998 at the 
IAMIT level. The dispute is further ex.tended through January 26, 1999. 

Peter M. Ki:lol meyer 
Assistant M 1 

ger, 
Facility Tra

1 
tion 

IZ- 15 tJg 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

cc: B. G. Erlandson, LMHC 
JS. Hertzel, FDH 
G. H. Sanders, DOE 
C. L. Sohn, DOE 
A. M. Umek, FDH 
T..R. Valero, Ecology 
M. L. Blazek, OOE 
D. Pewaukee, Nez Perce 
R. Jim, YIN 
B. Burke, CTUIR 
Administrative Record 

:1U l,U lL l L ,,J, /<rAr 
Micliael A ilson 
Manager, Nuclear Waste Program 
State of Washington 
Department of Ecology 

Washington State Department of Ecology .A U.S. Environmental Protection Agency A U.S. Department of Energy 
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Hanford Update Proposal 

Attachment 5 
IAMIT 

December 15, 1998 

The Hanford Update should be published on a bi-monthly basis, providing stakeholders with current 
information on public involvement activities. Delays have_ occurred, due to story approval, printing and 
distribution. These delays have caused the newsletter to be published behind schedule and, many times, 
after public involvement activities have occurred. The issue has been brought up with stakeholders at the 
Public Involvement Committee meetings held quarterly. 

The Public Involvement Officers propose that the Hanford Update be published bi-annually, providing 
stakeholders with information on the Hanford cleanup activities and issues that had occurred during the 
year. The newsletter would be a comprehensive look at the cleanup and compliance milestones, the issues, 
and the public involvement activities. The Hanford cleanup calendar. the Hanford Happenings would be 
published monthly providing stakeholders with current information on public involvement activities. This 
proposal would not only create a means to provide timely and cost-effective information to stakeholders. 
but also provide a Tri-Party Agreement bi-annual review to stakeholders and citizens. 



Attachment 6 
!AMIT 

December 15, 1998 

Draft Standardized Procedures for Agency-Only or Tri-Party 
Agreement Public Meetings 

Draft, June 2, 1998 

The following are recommendations made by the U.S. Department of Energy, Washington State 
Department of Ecology, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to provide stakeholders with 
a fair and equitable process when public meetings are being planned and implemented. It should be 
emphasized that when an agency or the Tri-Parties as a whole plan for public meetings, flexibility 
should be a key element. New, more improved public meeting formats should be considered. With 
this in mind, the Tri-Parties will look to the Hanford Advisory Board Public Involvement Committee 
to play an important role in providing guidance for public meetings in the future. 

PRIOR TO THE PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Stakeholder Participation Early in Process 

Recommendation: The Tri-Parties realize having stakeholder involvement early in the process is essential 
for effective public involvement. In addition. decision-makers should be identified early in the public 
involvement planning process so public involvement staff can ensure their involvement early in discussions 
with stakeholders. Decision-makers and public involvement staff should be present at planning meetings 
with stakeholders to ensure a fair and open process (e.g. , participation in Hanford Advisory Board Public 
Involvement Quarterly/Committee meetings, participation in conference calls with stakeholders). 

While getting input from stakeholders in planning public meetings is valuable. decisions on how the public 
meetings \.Viii be conducted. including timing and location will reside with the agency or agencies 
responsible. Some considerations may need to be made when planning meetings, such as cost effectiveness 
and timeliness. 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Washington State Department of Ecology, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency will look to the Hanford Advisory Board Public Involvement Committee for guidance 
with future public meeting planning. 

The U.S. Department of Energy and the Washington State Department of Ecology have a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the Oregon Office of Energy to involve and inform the state of Oregon in decisions and 
public involvement planning. The Tri-Parties as a whole and individually will continue the government-to­
govemment relationship with the Tribal Nations and will invo lve and inform the tribes of Tri-Party 
Agreement and agency-only decisions. 

Stakeholder Participation in Reviewing Documents 

The review of pre-meeting ··mailers·• and advertisements should be done on a set schedule with the 
understanding that the agency or Tri-Parties will be the final decision-makers on the types of information 
provided in these public documents. The stakeholder groups can also send out literature on issues if they 
choose. 

In addition, a public involvement schedule should be prepared well in advance of the public comment 
period with decision-makers so there are opportunities for early stakeholder involvement. 

DURING THE PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Alternative Viewpoint . 



Recommendation: The issue of alternative viewpoint needs to be reviewed and discussed between the Tri­
Parties. New, more concise language should be considered for inclusion in the next revision of the 
Community Relations Plan to ensure a clear understanding of the purpose and scope of the alternative 
viewpoint prior to future public meetings. Also. the stakeholder representative providing the alternative 
viewpoint should be limited to the time allocated on the agenda. 

Stakeholder Participation and Role as Speaker and Local Representative 

Recommendation: Stakeholders providing formal presentations, both alternative view and other 
views should remain seated in the audience with the option of making their presentation from the 
podium. At agency or Tri-Party Agreement public meetings, it is not the role of stakeholders to address 
questions directed to the agency or agencies. nor should they comment on citizens' statements during the 
formal comment period. However. stakeholders providing the alternative view or other views may field 
questions directed toward them during the question and answer period. 

Signup .of Formal Public Comment Speakers 

Recommendation: The U.S. Department of Energy, Washington State Department of Ecology, and 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agencv want to provide an equal opportunitv for everv citizen to 
sign in and provide public comment without creating a situation in which one stakeholder group has 
an unfair advantage over another. Therefore, the agencies recommend that the public comment sign 
in sheets be made available one hour prior to the start of the public meeting. Individuals must be 
present to sign in. An individual cannot sign another individual or group of individuals to speak 
during the formal public comment period. Individuals will be called to speak during the formal 
comment period in the order in which he or she signed in. The sign-in sheets should be maintained at 
all times bv an ageocv representative. 

The time when the public can sign up for public comment will be published in the public meeting 
newspaper advertisements. Notice of the public comment sign-in sheet availability can also be published in 
the Hanjord Update. in fact sheets. or printed on post cards, which can be distributed to the Hanford 
Cleanup mailing list prior to the public meeting. 

Public Meeting Order and Rules for the Audience during Formal Public Comme11t 

Recommendation: Out of courtesy to others. no member of the public should be allowed to interrupt an 
individual' s presentation during the formal public comment period. At the start of the meeting, the 
facilitator needs to lay out the ground rules for the meeting, including respecting the views of others. If 
disruptive behavior is displayed. the facilitator should end the disruption immediately, (e.g. , the facilitator 
has the option to stop the public meeting for a period oftime). 

Questio11 and Answer Session durillg Public Meetings 

Recommendation: There should always be time allowed in a public meeting agenda for questions and 
answers so that citizens can ask clarifying questions of the agencies on the issue. To ensure ample time for 
the public to provide comment. no questions will be answered by the agencies during the formal public 
comment period. 

The agencies may consider answering questions after citizens who signed up to speak have had the 
opportunity to provide comments. In addition. agency personnel will be available prior to and following 
the public meeting to answer stakeholder questions. 

Time Limit on Formal Public Comments 

Recommendation: The meeting facilitator, with agreement from the agency or agencies, will determine the 
time limit on formal comments once he or she knows how many individuals have signed up for public 
comment. Prior to the formal comment period, the facilitator will identify the time allotted for each 



individual's comment. The time limit for individual formal comment may be between three to five 
minutes, depending on the size of the meeting. 

Out of courtesy for others providing formal comments, the facilitator may use ••time cards" for those 
citizens speaking to indicate the amount of time he or she has left to speak. The agencies may wish to send 
citizens information on the time limit in public information documents prior to the public meeting. 

Finally, agency representatives should offer to stay after the public meeting has concluded for those 
citizens who want to comment or ask questions of agency representatives. 

Security at Public Meetings 

Recommendation: The agency or agencies, in conjunction with the facility management, will decide 
whether security personnel or arrangements will be needed for public meetings. It is the responsibility of 
the agency or agencies to ensure that all public meeting attendees are safe and secure. 

FOLLOWING THE PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Transcripts of the Public !rleetings 

Recommendation: Public meeting transcripts provide a formal record of public meetings during a public 
comment period. There are some public meetings held that do not require detailed transcripts. however. a 
public meeting summary is written to provide citizens with information on the public meeting. When 
public meeting transcripts are required, they should provide a concise picture of the agency or agencies· 
perspectives and presentations. what the concerns were, and what the events were that took place during the 
meeting. A professional stenographer should complete the public meeting transcripts, if available. 
Individual comments should not be edited in any way. Transcripts are sent to the Public Information 
Repositories and the Administrative Records following the public meeting. 

Drafting the Commellts atld Responses Document 

Recommendation: All public comments should be consolidated into one document and agency 
representatives will draft responses for the comments. When agreement cannot be made between the 
agencies on a response to a comment. then the agencies can offer their own responses without having to 
reach consensus. Responses should be provided to all comments made during the public comment period. 
Responses to issues/comments outside the scope of the public meeting may be provided in a separate 
document: like comments may be grouped and summarized for purposes of responding. A record of 
individual comments will be maintained by the agencies. 

Providing Comments atld Responses Documents to Commenters 

Recommendation: As written in the Community Relations Plan. '"A Comments and Responses document is 
usually prepared and sent to all individuals who request it." The document should be advertised in public 
information documents, such as the Hanford- Update. Information should be provided as to when the 
document is available and then it should be distributed on a request basis. As an alternative form of 
communicating the Comments and Responses document to stakeholders, the agencies could make available 
larger documents on other mediums such as disks or CDs at the information repositories. 




