Hanford Challenger

VOL UME

wnere the conversation gets somewnere

Chemical Vapors Continue to Plague Hanford Tom Carpenter
THE challenge at Hanford is how to prot¢at he mi cal vapors emanating from
its employeed and at what cost and stil|fwast e tanks. One of the repor
get the work done efficiently. At the tank The failure of those in responsible management to assig
farms, many feel safety is being sideswiped resources to this problem in the presence of repeated-viola
for cost reduction and efficiency. As work tions would, without any doubt, have been viewed by OSH:/
resumes following the aftermath of the Jlily as willful violations of the Act and subject to possible crimi
2007 S102 spill, new exposures are being nal penalties.

reported. Sadly, Hanford has no better answers than it ever did|abotEhe response to the findings of the 1992 report was swifan-
what chemicals were in the mix, what dose a worker may haveagement required all employees entering the tank farm areas to d
ceived, much less what lostigrm health effects may result down ththe highest possible level of respiratory protection: a supplied ai
road. Workers have reported situations in which they are sent badknk and mask with full body protection. These requirements wer
work in areas where exposures were recently reported with no respirplace for four years. In 1996 the Hanford contractor decided that
tory protection. This is unacceptable safety practit@nford Chal-lwas once again fisafed to work
lengewants to see chemical vapor exposure taken seriously so protection. This resulted in over one hundred worker com:
ers can safely continue the important work of cleaning up and m@tékints of vapor exposure over the next few years, many requirin
toring the tank farms. visits to medical facilities, including hospitals.

In 1992, the Department of Energy (DOE) issued a report on the (Continued on pag8)

Real Risks: The Death of Dan Golden Meredith Crafton

DANIEL Golden of Sunnyside, WA died on June 10, 2008 at theeageBef or e he di ed Gol den said t
of 56. He had been diagnosed with cancer a little over ayearagpyaod ki ng out there now, 0 and wa
suffered numerous health effects following his exposure to tank waseeal st ory. 0
on May 20, 2002. When | spoke with Mr. Golden on the phone gbout May 20, 2002 i TX-116 Incident
a month before he passed away, he was awaiting the verdict on hi®n May 20, 2002, Hanford workers had inserted a water lanc
lawsuit against CH2M Hill. Golden said that he wanted to speantb Tank116 to carve out a depression in the crusty radioactive sa
more time with his family and win at least some compensation dake that remained after the liquid had been drained; however, son
them through the federal compensation law for radiation workbgsiid remained in the cracks of the salt cake. The tanks contain u
(EEOICPA). to 1,800 toxic chemicals along with hidgvels of radioactivity. An
Golden was discouraged by his inability to secure compensgtsring on the lance failed, allowing radioactive wastes to be trappe
for his exposure and frustrated by the fierceness with which CHB&tween its two tubes. Internal reports and interviews with worker
Hill and the Department of Energy fought his claim and lawsuitho responded to the scene show that the lance had been leaki
Golden did not receive the $150,000 compensation award guargrpeied to this occurrence, unbeknownst to Golden.
to workers with radiatiofinduced cancer who are employees of DQE, Golden was working as a rigger controlling the lance. After re-
its contractors or subcontractors, if the employee developed canuring the lance, two quarts of liquid waste spilled out onto the en
after working at a DOE covered facility. (Continued on pag®)
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New Contractor at the Tank Farms

Mason Lowe

Washington River Protection Solutions takes over for CH2M Hill, shows interest in Hanford Concerns Council

CH2M Hill, the main contractor at the Tank Far
since 1999, is being replaced by Washington R
Protection Solutions (WRPS). WRPS is a partr
ship of URS/Washington Groups Internatio
(45% owner of the venture), EnergySolutig
(40%) and Areva (15%). The Tank Operatig
Contract is worth $7.1 billion over 10 years
years, plus the option of 5 more). Assuming op¢
tions start up in the next 10 years, WRPS will g
be in charge of operating the Waste Treatm
Plant.

After years of contentious relationships with its workforce

Bill Johnson WRPS
president

public interest groups, CH2M Hill began to see the value of a re$

based approach to safety issues and helped found the Hanforg
cerns Council along with Tom Carpenter, successfully resolving 1

mwith Hanford Challengethough rocky at times, provides a model for
vieccreased communication between Hanford contractors, their wor
eorce, and the public. Though leaving the Tank Farms, CH2M Hi
nakill remain at Hanford in a new capacity, having recently won th
nBlateau Remediation Contract. This contractor shift is an excelle
ngpportunity to step back and take a fresh look at health and safety
(%he Tank Farms, especially regarding vapor issues, and make m
craeeded improvements.
Iso On June 5Hanford Challengemet wi t h Bi | | J
eptr esi dent and project manager,
office, we discussed vapor issues and the work culture at Hanfo
addhnson expressed the high value he places on worker safety and i
utated that WRPS would like to join the Hanford Concerns Counc
Qbile it is too early to see how WRPS will manage their contract, th
nawgs an encouraging introduction to a company with whom Hanfol

wor ker complaints in a suppo

 Challenge wdl hevdealing regniarty bver th€ g2 segeralryeais.a t |

Opening Up: Getting Inside the Waste Tr

eatment Plant Liz Mattson

& communication are developing b
tween Hanford Challenge and
DOEbd6s Office of
(ORP), which manages Bechtel, t

worl dés | argest

2 diation project. We have many co

cerns about the V|ab|I|ty of the WTP and are grateful for the re

opportunities to share them with ORP.

On a recent toutdanford Challengegot to see up close the mg

sive scale and myriad challenges of this complex vitrification pro
The WTP is the only disposition path planned for the High L
Waste portion of the 53 million gallons of tank waste left over f
Hanfordés plutonium product:i
WTP is currently set to open in 2019 with the goal of securing
waste in glass logs. John Eschenberg, Office of River Prote
manager, guided wus through
along the way.

In late July, Shirley Olinger, manager of ORP, sent a team to
with us in Seattle to respond in depth to a letter* we wrote to the
clear Regulatory Commission highlighting WTP issues we wa
NRC to include in its latest review of the projecsé& our websije

Bill Taylor, Dave Brown, Erik Olds, and Pat Carier presented a r¢

on the progress of ORP&6s nucl
their concerns. We were impressed by the seriousness with whi

*INCREASINGLY open lines of

contractor in charge of building th
~ Waste Treatment Plant (WTP), thehat may have been unidentified during the period of poor QA.

t K
quently to explain various processes and answering our ques

team responded to our concerns and were glad to hear that their N
eprogram has made some major improvements. These include a n

more robust and usérendly nuclear safety reporting system called

PRIEWRe r ( PRrog teecctt i lodhesnt i fi cati on
Based Reviewo progr am, whi ch |
esystems assessment of the WTP, including a look back at proble

e nDedpite ahegsa eémptogementsianfarel -Challengeis still con-
n-cerned about the years of poor quality assurance and the trackab
cenfnissues that fell through the cracks or were overtly ignored and bt

i ed. It remains uncl eadractk®d s
sfor this time period will be. We appreciated their disclosure that tt
eftequent turnover of managers and workers creates a troublesc
wdimate for quality assurance, a situation in which the knowledc
obrase is constantly having to be rebuilt. We were glad for the char
b to dirdcHyyaddress Sawédf desigh angl précedarg elehents angd
lakhowledge the many unknowns that surround the Waste Treatm:
ctidant.

e THETORB seprasentatives veaspdké with seens corsntitteddt ii
stiomeing the safety culture at the WTP. This is one of many importa
steps towards setting the WTP on a steadier and safer cddese.
mieetl Challengeremains apprehensive given the-édf 2019 comple-
Nion date, acknowledged uncertainties, and inevitable challenges
htedbe uncovered. Yet, we do find some hope as communication |

comes more authentic and honest. A successful clean up demsa
pibvat we work together, continually asking tough questions and kee
eirgy an egewna thd big pictuaes $Va hoperthe eandidM@ve)satians v
thctninue.

AMERI

CA0S NUCLEAR \W&i&TELANDS

AMERI CA6S NUCL E A Ris aNAa&dasshle Ailf@@med overview of the legacy and challenges of th
nuclear weapons complex. Max Power uses-teghnical language to describe the institutional and political envirol
ment surrounding Americabdés nuclear | egacy. Power dc¢
ing citizens to take action regarding local and national policies related to nuclear production and waste disposal; |
valuablerolelond er m st ewardship plays at nuclear waste sit
weapons complex and describes the challenges we all face in securing a safe future.

AuthorMax S. Powelis a government consultant with a long career in Pacific Northwest nuclear waste issues. He is a former
des Scholar, Yale University Fellow, and Danforth Fellow. Power currently serves on the Oregon Hanford Cleanup Boatdeand
Hanford Concerns Council alongside Tom Carpenter. (email lizm@hanfordchallenge.org to order a copy)




Chemical Vapors (continued from page 1)

What chemicals are in these vapo
What health effects can workers ¢
pect to experience as a result of

exposure? The answer, today,
mains unclear.
We do know t ha

Northwest National Laboratory cot
cluded in a 1997 draft report that t
risk of contracting cancer from exp
sure to these chemical vapors could be as high as 16 in 100 fro
pors in just one of Hanfordos
A 2003 report from the Government Accountability Project ¢
cluded that the vapor issue at Hanford was a serious concern th
being ignored. This report was vindicated by separate investiga
performed by the DOE, NIOSH(National Institute for Occupatig
Safety and Health) and the State of Washington. In 2004, wo
were once again required to utilize supplied fresh air in order to
in the tank farms.
However, in 2007, Hanfor doés
lost the contract to continue work there) once again removed suf

rsalr requirements in most instances for tank farm work.
x- In late July 2007, an accident occurred where nearly 100 gallon:
aof high-level nuclear waste was spilled on the ground-403 tank.
réFhe leak occurred at night. Because of poor lighting and the failure
to follow procedures, the leak was not noticed until the following
tmoDP@EdY, Pwbehia fAtake cover al
-10:30 a.m.
he By that time, over 60 employees had been working within sev-
beral hundred feet of the spill site, none wearing protective gear. In
nexplicably, air samples were not taken. Two dozen employees re
poded forsmedical evaluation. Several continue to experience seri
oous symptoms that appear to be directly related to the exposure.
at walespite the clear alarms sounding from vapgposed workers
tibesresponse from upptvel management is far from adequate, in
nalir view. This needs to change.
rkersvapors will continue to be a danger for workers at the tank
Wiakms. Therefore, the process of creating a safe work environmer
must be reframed to include listening to workers to develop protec:
dian rsttated@es. t Solely relyihg @pbh gHestionable datavis ibrespoasi
@ledvhen worker protection and safety is touted as a top priority.

Tank Farm Recommendations
Chemical vapors must be treated as a serious health risk and preventative mea

Supplied air should be required during waste disturbing activities.

conditions in which workers are experiencing exposures.

1.

should be taken to mi
2.
3. An air monitoring syst
4. Workers needto ber

sure
nimize risk of exposure.
em should be developed and implemented to reflect the real

egularly consulted and have their input incorporated into s
practice and procedu

hfety
res.

Real Risks: Dan Goldencontinued from page 1)

tire | eft side of Gol denbs

body.

hexavalent chromium and dimethylmercury. The incident was not
reported publicly until Golden filed his lawsuit
Wa sG cel dsepnl dass hleadw sownitto Qi esr vcio

and his left arm which had an open wound. Workers standing nearbypan Golden died a day before the court ruling in his lawsuit

tried to help by covering the wound with plastic while they waited fagainst CH2M Hill.

help, essentially trapping the waste inside. Internal reports stat
tank waste remained on Gol de
decontaminated. No decontamination supplies were immedi

Golden sued CH2M Hill for the injuries he

ghtiered from exposure to heavy metals and other toxic chemicals
besgskiinngofrdmd mheutest batboerbd
th 2002 incident caused him physical injuries ranging from colitis to

available. Soon after the accident, Golden told us, he began urinaimgsitis as well as emotional distress (the case was filed before h

blood.
The accident left Golden with immediate dermatological an
ternal symptoms, as well as anxiety, depression and fear of fu

was diagnosed with multiple cancers.) The Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals remanded part of Golden's case back to Eastern Distric
Wieshington Federal Court. It found that the lower court was correct

illnesses. The accident report clearly documents, as Golden hinmigéts summary judgment that Golden had not been able to prove the
stated, that resources for decontaminating him were disorganizedaaoitient caused his illnesses. However, it also found that the cour

unavailabl e. Hanfor doés
medical surveillance. Other workers on the scene that day report
it was a catastrophe. No support was available and no one kne
to do. Managers stood around making calls on their cell phones

workers ran to their cars to get water jugs to help clean the wastevcdfp o r s
Many procedures for radiation and chemical safety] &h

of Golden.
decontamination were violated.

Golden was only decontaminated for radiation.
informed nor tested immediately for toxic chemical exposure.

He was nejit

s y st e|mould haivd cendideted Goldén'y casedar compersationdor emptiorns

dfstitess and failed to address the claim of negligence against CH2M\
wiiatin a Tri-City Heraldarticle published June 13th, 2008, the con-

ilrkact or holds to its c¢claim tha
did not cause his illne
drcuit fundamentally reached t

Current State of the Tank Farms
herAs operations resume at the tank farms, and workers are remov

heg waste from leaking tanks, the story of Dan Golden must not be

Golden inquired about chemical exposure two days later, there|viergotten and the tragedy must not be repeated. Hanford Challeng

no answers for him. TX16 had never been sampled so there w

aumtinues to hear disturbing reports in the form of unavailable decon-

information available pertaining to which chemicals he was expodadination response supplies and insufficient Personal Protective

This lack of definitive information further hurt Golden, who was
able to prove his illnesses were connected to his exposure. Later

Equipment. Hanford Challengehopes t hat Dan Go
itestdnate the real risks of working at the Hanford Tank Farms and

showed that the tank waste Golden was splashed with containgdstitaulate a better commitment to worker health and safety.

only radioactive contaminants, but also hazardous chemicals, stich ag/e

extend our condol ences
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