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Inter Agency Management Integration Team (IAMIT) 
EPA Conference Room, 712 Swift Boulevard, Richland, Washington 

----------Eebr:uacy-21, 99 · 

Double-Shell Taruc Integrity (DST): 

Ultrasound examination on Taruc 241-AN-105 showed an anomaly in taruc thickness; however, the 
tanJc is still within the safety authorization basis. Data gathering is underway. The Taruc 
Structural Integrity Panel will be reconvened for independent confirmation of results and 
conclusions. Funding for this panel was provided by DOE-HQ; however, that is no longer a 
funding source. Funding issues need to be resolved. 

Public Involvement 

As a follow-up to the December 15, 1998, IAMIT meeting, the ·Public Involvement Officers (PIO) 
lead a discussion on the draft, proposed recommendations for Tri-Party Agreement Public 
Involvement evaluation and the draft standardized procedures for Agency-Only or Tri-Party 
Agreement Public Meetings. The PIO's were asked to come back on April 27, 1999, with a 
proposal on the frequency for publishing the Hanford Update. A lengthy discussion was held on 
responding to stakeholder comments received during the budget briefings. The PIO's were asked 
to return to the !AMIT with a proposal on the Hanford Update. 

NOTE: NEXT INTER AGENCY MANAGEMENT INTEGRATION TEAM MEETING IS 
SCHEDULED FOR TUESDAY, MARCH 23, 1999 

Doug Sherwood, Chairperson 
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Tri-Party Agreement Public Involvement Evaluation 
Proposed Recommendations 

Draft, dated, February 22, 1999 

The following represents Tri-Party recommendations for improving public involvement and a summary of 
public involvement evaluations from Tri-Party Agreement Managers, Public Involvement Officers and 
support staff, stakeholders, and members of the public who attended meetings. Three primary public 
involvement recommendations are made by the Tri-Parties as a result of the evaluations: 1) improve agency 
responsiveness to public comments; 2) improve the readability and content public information materials; 
and, 3) provide an equitable and fair process for speaker sign-in. 

Agency Responsiveness to Public Comments 

Stakeholders and the Oregon Office of Energy have advised the Tri-Parties to improve their process for 
responding to publ ic comments. They have asked that the Tri-Parties respond "quickly, clearly, and 
directly to public comments, concerns, and suggestions," (Draft Hanford Advisory Board Public 
Involvement Committee Advice, dated Feb. 2, 1999). For example, stakeholders have commented that in 
some cases alt they receive is a form letter in response to their comments. Stakeholders want more 
information as to what the issues were during the comment period and how their comments may or may not 
have affected the decisions. 

Some of the steps to improve agency responsiveness to public comments include: 

• Producing a summary to stakeholders through various communication mediums following the public 
comment period, which: 
• defines the problem or issue, 
• describes the number of comments received and the public involvement activities held during the 

public comment period, 
• describes general comments heard at meetings and input provided through other forums and a 

response from the Tri-Parties, if possible, 
• explains the Tri-P_arty ' s actions and how the comments changed or did not change Tri-Party 

decisio_ns, and 
• answers general questions from the public. 

• Providing information to stakeholders prior to and during the public comment period of the Tri-Parties' 
intent to write a Response to Comment document. 

• Providing information on the schedule for completing the Response to Comment document if the 
agencies receive a large amount of comments. Publicize information in documents to the stakeholders 
on the issues and concerns heard during the comment period and whether the agencies are negotiating 
changes as a result of comments, if applicable. In addition, provide information to stakeholders if the 
decision has been delayed due to the public comments received. Use existing forms of 
communication, such as the Hanford Update. 

• Communicating with stakeholders through various means of communications such as the Hanford 
Update, the Hanford Reach, letters to stakeholders, the Internet, and news releases. 

Readability and Content Public Information Materials 

Stakeholders have expressed concerns over the fact that many Tri-Party Agreement public information 
documents are too technical and complicated. The Tri-Parties should strive toward providing information 
to the public that is clear, concise, and understandable so that citizens are well-informed prior to public 
comment periods, public meetings, and other public involvement activities. 



Some of the steps to improve Hanford documents include: 

a Providing current, accurate, and complete information to stakeholders in a timely manner so that they 
are informed prior to a public involvement activity (such as providing information to stakeholders so 
they can communicate the issues to their stakeholder groups and constituents); 

• Providing a clear picture of the issues, decisions, impacts, proposed alternatives, and the schedule for 
public involvement activities; 

• Communicating how public comments affected the overall decision; 
a Requesting the assistance of an editor who is not directly involved in Hanford issues to review public 

information documents; 
a Providing public information in a cost-effective way including finding alternative means to advertise 

public involvement activities (e.g., using the newspapers' calendar of events section); and, 
• Finding and using examples of good public information materials. 

Provide an Equitable and Fair Process for Speaker Sign-in 

Stakeholder groups are very concerned that the way speakers have been signed in at public meetings did 
not meet their expectations of a fair and equitable public involvement process. The Tri-Parties will provide 
an equal opportunity for every citizen to sign in and provide public comment without creating a situation in 
which one stakeholder group has an unfair advantage over another. 

The following represents the recommendations for speaker sign-in: 

• Working together with the facilitator to find the best way to handle the order of speakers. The Tri­
Parties want to remain flexible as different meetings may require different methods for speaker sign-in; . 

• Making available public comment sign-in sheets one hour prior to the start of the public meeting; 
• Ensuring all individuals are present to sign in. An individual cannot sign another individual or group 

of individuals to speak during the formal public comment period; 
• Maintaining the sign-in sheets by an agency representative; and, 
• Publishing the time for speaker sign-in in newspaper advertisements. Notice of the public comment 

sign-in sheet availability can also be published in the Hanford Update, in fact sheets, or printed on post 
cards, which can be distributed to the Hanford Cleanup mailing list prior to the public meeting. 



ATTACHMENT 
Summary of Evaluations 

Tri-Party Agreement Managers' Evaluation 

Decision-Making Process and Public Involvement 

The Tri-Parties felt that the information and ideas from the public resulted in better decisions. One 
example is that the Hanford Advisory Board committees provide high quality information to the programs. 
Others remarked that the early briefings they provide to stakeholders have been very beneficial for the Tri­
Parties and for the stakeholders. 

Publiclnvo~ementSupport 

The Tri-Parties felt that the public involvement support they received was good. 

Cost-Effectiveness of Public Involvement Effort 

The Tri-Parties felt that the results of public involvement in its program decisions were worth the cost. 
When asked to provide examples on cost-effective public involvement, one was to make information 
available over the Internet-an inexpensive method of providing public information. 

New and Creative Public Involvement Activities and Improvements 

One of the most creative public involvement activitit,s implemented this year was focus groups in Portland. 
Another good example of effective public involvement is the frequent meetings with stakeholders or onsite 
meetings and tours with Hanford Advisory Board members. 

When asked to provide input on improvements for public involvement, the Tri-Parties feltthat: 1) they 
need to get information to the general public instead of just concentrating on the stakeholders; 2) there 
needs to be fewer meetings; 3) there needs to be a good list of public meeting rooms; and, 4) they need to 
concentrate on providing information in the Columbia Basin area (Prosser, Connell, Hermiston, Yakima). 

Tri-Party Agreement Public Involvement Officer (PIO) Evaluation 

Coordination with Program Management 

The Public Involvement Officers responded that management did an adequate job of involving them early 
in the decision-making process. However, the PI Os felt that management and program staff did not 
effectively use their staff and resources to plan and carry out public involvement activities. In addition, 
there continues to be an issue with involvement of the PIOs in Tri-Party Agreement negotiations. In the 
past, the PIOs were contacted throughout negotiations to discuss the scope of public involvement. Timely 
notification of PIO staff is rare for Tri-Party Agreement negotiations, which results in last minute planning. 

Successful Public Involvement Activities 

The PIOs said that the following represents factors in measuring success in public involvement: 1) number 
of people at a meeting; 2) diversity of ideas/opinions expressed at a meeting; 3) quality of comments; 4) 
amount of discussion and interaction with the public; 5) seeing new people participating; 6) making a 
change in response to public suggestions/ideas; 7) people who feel they were heard; and, 8) people who 
continue to participate in public involvement activities . 
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New and Creative Public Involvement and Improvements 

Examples of creative public involvement include publication of public involvement activities and issues on 
the Internet, the calendar of events, radio advertisements and in news articles. 

Some of the ways to improve Tri-Party Agreement public involvement include: 

• Tri-Party Agreement printed materials need to present the information and issues clearly 
• Speakers at meetings need to simplify the message 
• Public information methods should be improved 
• Better mechanisms need to be developed to respond in a timely manner to public comments 
• Establishing a public meeting procedure 

Public Evaluation 

FFTF Public Involvement 

Public Information 

Most of the members of the public who responded said that the written materials were visually interesting, 
easy to understand and informative. However, those responding felt that the meeting speakers presented 
information that they could not understand. 

Over half of those responding to the evaluation recalled seeing meeting notices in newspapers, radio or 
television. However, over half said that the advertisements did not motivate them to attend the public 
meetings. 

Public Involvement 

Over half of the public responding to the evaluation felt that the agencies were sensitive to different views 
and opinions. · 

Creative Public Involvement 

One member of the public suggested that the Tri-Parties send notices to the Calendar section of local and 
regional newspapers announcing public involvement activities. The person noticed that the Tri-Parties did 
not send notices to Walla Walla. In response to the request, the Tri-Parties have sent notices to the 
Hermiston Herald, the Dalles Chronicle, the East Oregonian, the Walla Walla Union Bulletin, the Yakima 
Herald Republic, the Tri-City Herald and the Spokesman Review and Chronicle. This has been done for 
the Spent Nuclear Fuel meetings, the DOE-HQ PU-238 meetings, the HAB meetings for calendar year 
1998 and the FY 98 Budget workshop and meetings. 

Stakeholder Evaluation 

Coordination with Agencies 

The Tri-Parties consistently coordinate public involvement activities with stakeholders. For example, the 
Oregon Office of Energy said that the Tri-Parties work to be more flexible in presentation style and 
meeting format to accommodate the specific needs of the Oregon public, special interests groups and 
stakeholders. Other stakeholders felt that they have an opportunity to provide input to public involvement 
activities at the Quarterly Public Involvement Meetings. 
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There continue to be problems with the meetings planned by DOE-HQ. There were significant problems 
with some public meetings sponsored by DOE-HQ, such as too many staff members in attendance, 
expensive advertisements and Jack of public involvement coordination with the stakeholders. 

Public Information 

There continue to be concerns over the public information materials sent to members of the public and 
highly interested stakeholders. The materials are not always clear, concise and easy for the public to 
understand, according to one stakeholder group. Public meeting advertisements do not motivate 
stakeholders and members of the publie to attend meetings. Audiovisual and presentation materials are 
adequate, however, are not understandable to members of the public and stakeholders. One stakeholder 
said that the Tri-Parties could make the messages simpler and the issue more focused. 

In addition, stakeholders are concerned over the Hanford Update and its distribution schedule. The 
schedule to publish a newsletter is bi-monthly. Because of production problems and setbacks, the PIOs can 
usually publish a newsletter quarterly. 

In addition, stakeholders are also concerned over the responsiveness of agencies following a comment 
period. Stakeholders want the Tri-Parties to respond to public comments quickly and clearly. A 
recommendation has been made that the Tri-Parties provide a one-page summary document that: 1) defines 
the problem or issue; 2) describes the general comments heard at meetings and input provided through 
other forums ; 3) explains USDOE's actions and how the comments changed or did not change decisions; 
and, finally, 4) answers general questions from the public. The summary would be provided to 
stakeholders through various communications mediums, such as direct mail to those attending the meeting 
and on the Internet. 

Stakeholders also want the Tri-Parties to use clear, simple language when responding to public comments. 
The Tri-Parties need to state whether they agree or disagree with the public comment and why. The 
response, "Comment Noted," should never be used. 

If a decision has been delayed due to public comments, then the Tri-Parties should provide updated 
information to citizens informing them of the delay. 

The Tri-Parties should look for alternative ways to respond to public comments. When there are just a few 
commenters, the Tri-Parties may respond by phone. All written responses should include a contact name 
and phone number. 

Public Involvement Activities and Logistics 

Stakeholders have expressed concerns over the way the Tri-Parties have handled the speaker sign-in sheets 
at public meetings. The issue has not been resolved since it was first discussed following the FFTF public 
meetings. Suggestions have been made by stakeholders to either do away with the sign-in sheets or to have 
separate sign-in sheets for those who support or oppose the issue and have the facilitator manage the 
speaker order. 

Concerns were expressed over the alternative viewpoint presentation at the FFTF public meetings. Some 
stakeholders felt that the interest groups should not be allowed to sit up front with the Tri-Party 
representatives during the meetings. 

Creative Public Involvement Activities and Improvements 

Oregon Office of Energy commended the Tri-Parties for providing several in-depth informational briefings 
to its staff and Board. There were also many focus groups and work sessions held with Oregon on Tri­
Party Agreement issues. 



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

Draft, February 1, 1998 

Public meetings have been one of the most popular forums/or stakeholders to discuss issues and 
provide comments on Hanford cleanup and compliance decisions. In an effort to provide guidance to 
the Tri-Parties in planning and implementing public meetings, public meeting procedures have been 
developed. In addition to these procedures, the Tri-Parties will commit to the following: 

• Provide a/air and equitable process/or involving stakeholders in decisions; 
• Understand when flexibility needs to be a key element in planning for public meetings; 
• Assist in developing new, more improved public meeting formats; and, 
• 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 

The Tri-Parties realize having stakeholder involvement early in the process is· essential for effective public 
involvement. In addition, decision-makers will 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 will be present at planning meetings with stakeholders to 
ensure a fair and open process. For example, the Tri-Parties participate in Hanford Advisory Board Public 
Involvement Quarterly Planning meetings and request input on the Lookahead and Lookback document, 
which outlines past and future public involvement activities, the schedule and stakeholder involvement. 

While getting input from stakeholders in planning public meetings is valuable, decisions on how the public 
meetings will 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 govemment-to­
government relationship with the Tribal Nations and will involve 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 will 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 to their 
membership or constituency on issues if they choose. 

In addition, a public involvement schedule will 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 

New, more concise language on the Alternative Viewpoint will 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 will be limited to the time allocated on the agenda. 

Stakeholder Participation and Role as Speaker and Local Representative 

Stakeholders providing formal presentations, both alternative view and other views will 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. 

Sign up of Formal Public Comment Speakers 

The U.S . Department of Energy, Washington State Department of Ecology, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency want to provide an equal opportunity for every 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 will make available public comment sign in sheets 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. The sign-in sheets will be 
maintained at ~11 times by an agency 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 Hanford Update , in fact sheets, or printed on post cards, which can be distributed to the Hanford 
Cleanup mailing list prior to the public meeting. 

Facilitation 

Facilitators are often used at public meetings to guide the Tri-Parties or agency and stakeholders through 
the meeting. Their duties include: I) working with the agency or agencies prior to the meeting on the 
agenda and stakeholder participation during the meeting, 2) setting the tone of the meeting and providing 
groundrules for all participants, 3) providing introductory comments at the beginning of the meeting and 
introducing meeting participants, and 4) keeping the meeting on track and ensuring a fair and equitable 
process for public comments. The Tri-Parties or agency will decide whether or not to hire a facilitator 
during the planning of public meetings. 

Public Meeting Order and Rules for the Audience During Formal Public Comment 

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

Question and Answer Session During Public Meetings 

There will 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 

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 fonnal comment period, the facilitator will identify the time allotted for each individual's comment. 
The time limit for individual fom1al comment may be between three to five minutes, depending on the size 
of the meeting. 

Out of courtesy for others providing fonnal 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 infom1ation documents prior to the public meeting. 

Finally, agency representatives will 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 

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 Meetings 

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 will be written to provide citizens with infonnation on the public meeting. When public meeting 
transcripts are required, they must include 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 
may complete the public meeting transcripts, if available. Individual comments will not be edited in any 
way. Transcripts are sent to the Public Information Repositories and the Administrative Records following 
the public meeting. 

Drafting the Comments and Responses Document 

All public comments will 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 
will 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 
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grouped and summarized for purposes of responding. A record of individual comments will be maintained 
by the agencies. 

Providing Comments and Responses Documents to Commenters 

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 will be advertised in public information 
documents, such as the Hanford Update. Information will be provrded informing stakeholders when the 
document will be available for distribution and then it will 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. 
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AN-105 UT INDICATIONS (CONT'D) 

• EXISTING CODE DESIGN MARGIN ( allowable/actual - I) 

PLATE 2 - 60% (DESIGN OP. CONDITIONS PLUS 0.25g EARTHQUAKE [DBE]) · 

. PLATE 3 - 10% (DESIGN OP. CONDITIONS PLUS DBE) 

NOTE: DESIGN - 1.7 S.G.,. 350°F, 422" WASTE HEIGHT 
CALCULATION -ASSUMES 360 DEGREE WALL THINNING 

. EXISTING- 1.44 S.G;, LESS THAN 200°F, 410" WASTE HEIGHT 

• EXISTING DESIGN MARGIN TO YIELD AND TENSILE FAILURE (allowable/actual- I) 

PLATE 2- 170% TO YIELD (DESIGN OP. CONDITIONS PLUS DBE) 

PLATE 2 - 380% TO FAILURE (DESIGN OP. CONDITIONS PLUS DBE) 

- . PLATE 3 - 90% TO YIELD (DESIGN OP. CONDITIONS PLUS DBE) 

PLATE 3 - 230% TO FAJLlJRE (DESIGN OP. CONDITIONS PLUS DHF) 
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AN-105 UT INDICATIONS (CONT'D) 

• ASSUMING CORROSION RA TE IS LINEAR, WALL THICKNESS COULD REACH. CODE 
MINIMUM BY: 

EXISTING WASTE CONDITIONS 

PLATE 2- 2030 

PLATE 3 - 2026 

DESIGN WASTE CONDITIONS 

PLATE 2 - 2023 

PLATE 3 - 2010 

• PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS·(BASED ONLlMITED DATA) 

NO RISK OF FAILURE . 

NO NEAR-TERM TANK OPERATING IMPACTS ARE WARRANTED · 

ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION AND DATA NEEDED 
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AN-105 UT INDICATIONS (CONT'D) 

• PLANNED NEAR-TERM ACTIONS (NEXT 30 TO 180 DAYS) 

PERFORM ADDITIONAL UTEXAM1NATIONS ON AN-105 

VALIDATE RECENT UT INDICATIONS 

EVALUATE RELEVANT WASTE~CHEMISTRY AND CONSTRUCTION DATA 

FINALIZE RECENT STRUCTURAL CALCULATIONS 

INSTALL CORROSION PROBE IN AN-105 TO DETERMINE CORROSION RATE 
(FUNDING EXISTS, RELATED TO EM-50 MILESTONE) 

. DEVELOP CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

PHMC MANAGEMENT REVIEW AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS 
REGARDING NEXT STEPS AND IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE · 

RECONVENE TANK STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY PANEL FOR INDEPENDENT 
CONFIRMATION OF RES UL TS AND CONCLUSIONS (DOE-RL ACTION) 
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AN-105 UT INDICATIONS (CONT'D) 

• PLANNED LONG-TERM ACTIONS FOR CLOSURE 

COMPLETE ENGINEERING RESOLUTION PROCESS, MAY INCLUDE 

· ADDITIONAL EXAMINATIONS AND TESTS (E.G., PERIODIC WALL­
THINNING MEASUREMENTS AND REFINEMENT OF CORROSION RATE 
DETERMINATIONS) 
EVALUATION OF OTHER WASTE TANKS (E.G., 241-AW-102, 241-AN-104 
AND 241-SY-101) 
IDENTIFICATION OF ANY OPERATING IMPACTS (E.G., REDUCTION OF 
TANK OPERATING LIFE) 

: CONFIRM CAUSE OF WALL THINNING 

DEVELOP FINAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

PHMC MANAGEMENT REVIEW AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS 
REGARDING FINAL ACTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

TANK STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY PANEL CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
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AN-105 UT INDICATIONS (CONT'D) 

• PERIODI_C UPDATES AND COURSE CORRECTIONS, AS WARRANTED, BASED ON 
NEW INFORMATION AND ONGOING CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

• CONTINUED TANK STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY PANEL INVOLVEMENT 
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