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FOREWORD

In the early 1990s, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) undertook a major new effort
to involve community stakeholders in decisions that would affect them and their
communities and interests. An important component of this effort was the establishment
of local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) at 12 DOE environmental remediation
sites. These boards were a formal representation of a change in the way DOE conducts
its missions, adding consideration of community concerns and values to the Department’s
decision-making processes. DOE’s purpose in creating the SSAB Initiative was to obtain
broadly based, independen~ consensus advice and recommendations on issues that have
the potential to tiect communities surrounding DOE sites, so that it could formulate
policies that could be implemented with community consent.

Because the boards represented a significant commitment by DOE to change its
relationships with community stakeholders, the Department has conducted several
assessments of the boards. In 1996 and 1997 a survey was administered to board
members and others involved in the work of the boards (DOE/EM 0311, 1996; DOE/EM,
1997). As part of the first survey, DOE and the boards established a set of pefiormance
criteria. The surveys provided data that revealed wide variations in board pefiormance
and significant change over time. To gain a better understanding of the factors affecting
board performance, DOE initiated a more in-depth, qualitative study of nine of the boards
across the complex. This study focused on identifying and analyzing the factors affecting
board petiormance and presenting that information in a format that helped the boards and
DOE gain insight into their strengths and weaknesses and learn from one another.

This report presents the results of this in-depth study. It begins with an overview report
that identifies and discusses the six factors that were found to affect board petiormance.
The overview report provides the fia.mework and rationale for the Mormation presented
in the nine individual site reports, which follow in alphabetical order. The individual site
reports describe each of the boards in terms of the six factors affecting board
performance, beginning with a brief summary of the history and setting for the local
SSAB. They end with a list of issues raised by members and the researchers’ assessment
of the key accomplishments and challenges facing the board.
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OVERVIEWREPORT

Executive Summary

In 1998, DOE initiated a study of its local Site Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS)organized
under the Environmental Management SSAB Charter. Building on the findings of surveys
conducted in 1996 and 1997, this study focused on the quality of board discourse and
interaction at three levels: among board members, between board members and the broader
public, and between board members and DOE and the regulators. Where the quality of
board discourse and interaction was weak, boards were found to be less able to achieve their
basic purpose of seeking consensus among diverse views, providing independent advice to
DOE reflecting that consensus, and providing a channel of communication with the
surrounding community.

The study identified six key factors that tiect the quality of discourse. It then developed a

description of each local SSAB in terms of those factors. The report thus provides an
outsider’s perspective, based on a review of the range of board experience across the
comple~ that is intended to help the boards learn about their own and the other boards’
strengths and weaknesses.

The data used to characterize board performance and identi& these factors were obtained
through observations of board and subcommittee meetings, in-person interviews with board
members and staff, telephone interviews with board members unavailable for in-person
interviews, and a review of documentation relating to each board.

Boards that are most aligned with DOE’s purpose of benefiting from community viewpoints
have members who reflect the diversity of viewpoints in the community, who work with one
another to clarify the purpose of the board, and who establish processes that facilitate true
consensus building. Although not all boards have community contexts or initial conditions
that are favorable to their effectiveness, many boards have worked hard and patiently, often
with the help of a facilitator, to build processes that bring out and include diverse views in
independent, consensus recommendations to DOE.

The six factors that tiect the problems and issues encountered by the boards in achieving
effectivedialogue include community context; board compositio~ purpose, goals, and
commitment to consensus; internal process and fhnctions; public engagement and DOE and
regulator engagement.

Conznwzity Context: Existing conditions tiect the challenges of recruiting members who
can create a diverse board and work effectively together. For example, boards in
communities with a history of involvement are more likely to find recruits with experience
working in diverse groups and on contentious issues than those in communities without such
a history. Boards at sites with a mission limited to cleanup are likely to have an easier time
than those boards at sites with controversial defense programs. Boards in communities with
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longstanding, unresolved social conflicts are likely to have more difficulty than those in
communities where such conflicts are less prominent or where they have been previously
resolved.

Board Composition: The composition of the board a.fliectsboth the quality of discourse and
the credibility of the board and its recommendations. Boards should reflect the diversity in
the surrounding communities-both the demographic diversity (e.g., gender, ethnicity,
education, and socioeconomic status) and the diversi~ in viewpoints. Boards without
members who represent demographic groups and viewpoints in the community jeopardize
their ability to achieve the goal of providing advice that reflects the diversity of community

views and hence the validity and credibility of their recommendations. As mentioned
above, community context can make it more or less difficult to recruit a diverse board.

Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus: A definition that has been established and
agreed on among board members concerning the basic purpose of the board has a major
impact on board procedures and board effectiveness. Boards that have made a commitment
to including a wide range of community viewpoints (including those critical of DOE) and to
finding areas of agreement among those viewpoints are better able to meet DOE’s intent
than those that have not made such a commitment. The commitment of individual board
members is important, often assisted by effective facilitation.

Internal Process and Functions: Quality dialogue is more likely to occur (and member
diversity to be maintained) when leadership understands the purpose of the SSAB Initiative
and focuses on finding bases for agreement among di.fllerentviewpoints. Effective leaders
(both formal and tiormal) set a conducive atmosphere for work and ensure that processes
are put in place that enhance the board’s ability to achieve qu.ali~ dialogue and enlarge
members’ area of agreement. For example, they encourage development of a focused
agendq provide facilitatio~ team-building, and an open agenda-building and issues
management process; ensure that adequate administrative support is in place and encourage
networking within and outside the board. Clari@ng the goals of the board and adjusting
internal process elements often represent the best opportunities for aboard to initiate short-
term changes.

Public Engagement. Obtaining input and providing feedback to the broader public
concerning board activities are key responsibilities of the boards. Where this dialogue is
weak or missing, DOE and the boards can take deliberate steps to improve i~ for example,
by conducting surveys to assess community views and conducting outreach activities such
as newsletters, media coverage, and networking.

DOE and Regulator Engagement An effective board depends in part on high-level DOE
staff and regulators to become sufficiently involved to understan~ value, and act on board
advice and to empower the board to make independent judgments. When this does not
occur, or when DOE and the regulators do not provide positive feedback board members
may conclude that their efforts are not worthwhile. They may then become hostile or
apathetic, or leave the board.
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OVERVIEWREPORT

Introduction

Local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS),known in some locations as Community or
Citizen Advisory Boards (CABS),were established at 12 U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
sites between 1993 and 1996. The purpose of the boards is to draw on the full diversity of
community views to provide independen~ consensus advice and recommendations to DOE
on issues of environmental remediation and waste management that have the potential to
a&ect the surrounding community. Such broad-base~ independent advice helps DOE
formulate policies that can be implemented with community consent.

In 1995, a steering committee of board and DOE representatives developed a set of six goals
to serve as the basis for evaluating the boards’ progress and pefiormance in terms of
achieving this basic purpose. In 1996 and 1997, board members and others involved in the
work of the board, as DOE liaisons and federal and state regulators, participated in a survey
focused on those goals (DOE/EM-0311, 1996; DOE/EM, 1997). The surveys revealed wide
variation in the performance of the boards, and provided information of use to DOE as well
as to the boards themselves. However, in 1998, DOE wished to examine the details behind
the reported phenomena and performance measures and to develop tiormation that would
help the boards, DOE, and the regulators improve their effectiveness in providing advice to
that reflects the diversity of community views and a channel of communication with the
surrounding community. Hence, in 1998 DOE initiated this study, which involved a series
of site visits to the boards by researchers with extensive experience in public participation
and program evaluation.

The purpose of the study was to:

+ Validate the set of goals established by the steering committee that were used in
previous DOE surveys of the boards

+ Identifj key factors affecting local SSABS’ petiormance

+ Describe how each local SSAB was operating in relation to these factors

+ Provide a basis for boards to reflect on their own petiormance and processes and
to learn from one another.

Approach

Building on previous surveys and further review of the literature, the researchers
developed a research design and interview guide. Ten of the 12 environmental
remediation sites having a SSAB or CAB were selected for visits by a research team. These
sites were Haniiord,Idaho, Los Alamos, Nevad~ Oak Ridge, Paduc~ Pantex, Rocky Flats,
Sandi~ and Savannah River. Because of scheduling constraints, two sites – Femald and
Monticello – were not visited. The report represents a snapshot of nine boards at a point in
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time, beginning in March 1998 with a visit to the Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory
Board and ending in December 1998, following a visit to the Northern New Mexico
Citizens Advisory Board,

The researchers observed the boards, reviewed docurnentatio~ and conducted interviews
during site visits. At some sites, the schedule also allowed observation of subcommittee
meetings. At Oak Ridge, a special administrative meeting of the board was also observed.
The researchers examined documentation relating to each board, including meeting minutes
and records of board recommendations and ex-officio responses.

The researchers conducted in-dep@ in-person interviews of approximately one hour
duration with board chairs and co-chairs and as many of the board’s officers and members
(including former members) as was possible in a three to five day site visit. Where
professional facilitators and/or administrators were retained by the board, they were also
interviewed. In several cases, additional interviews were conducted by telephone in an
effort to speak with board members whose schedules did not allow in-person interviews. It
was not possible to speak with all board members; however, the interviewers talked with
persons representing different viewpoints in an effort to ensure a balanced report of board
fimctioning. In addition, regulators, DOE, and DOE contractor staff with responsibilities
pertaining to the establishment and operation of the board were also interviewed.

In evaluating the petiocrnance of the boards, the researchers recognized that the context and
specific challenges facing each board would vary. Similarly, the petiormance of all of the
boards would be uneven some would excel in areas where others did no~ all would have
strengths and weaknesses. The goal of tie study was to encourage the boards to reflect on
their accomplishments and challenges, learn about their own strengths and weaknesses, and
learn from one another’s successes and challenges. It was specifically not intended to
encourage competition among the boards or single any out for criticism or praise.

Factors Affecting SSAB Performance Across All Sites

The study was designed to assist DOE and the boards in assessing whether the boards
were fulfilling DOE’s overarching purpose of obtaining independent, consensus advice
and recommendations from the range of local and regional stakeholders’ perspectives in
order to make decisions that would be more acceptable to those afllected (and hence more
likely to be implemented). DOE’s initial guidance to the local SSABS drew both on the
Federal Advisory Committee Act @ACA) and also on the conceptual framework and
recommendations of the Federal Facilities Environmental Restoration Dialogue
Committee (commonly refexred to as the Keystone Dialogue), that emphasized the value
of a “forum for discussing citizens’ issues and concerns,” to enable development of “a
more complete or satisfactory plan or decision.”l

*FederalFacilitiesEnvironmentalRestorationDialogueCommittee,ConsensusPrinciples and
Recommendations for Improving Federa[ Facilities Cleanup, April1996,KeystoneCenter,Keystone,CO,
p. 50.
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In compliance with the FACA regulations requiring that the boards “be fairly balanced in
terms of points of view represented” (41 CFR Chapter 101-6.7), DOE emphasized the
need for the local SSABS to include representation “of all persons and groups who see
themselves as tiected” (SSAB Guidance, Interim-Final, November 1994, p.2). A recent
memo from the Secretary of Energy provides a reminder of DOE policy (DOE M 510.1-
1) that “consideration shall also be given to such interests as geographic regions of the
country; minority groups; women’s organizations; public and private academic
institutions, including Historically Black Colleges and Universities; physically
challenged individuals and groups; and the public at large.”2

Also included in DOE’s initial guidance was the understanding that the desired approach
was for the boards to seek consensus in developing their advice to DOE. However, this
was never explicitly stated;3 nor was the underlying rationale for a consensus-seeking
approach discussed. Nevertheless, the assumption was generally accepted by the boards
as well as by the members of the Steering Committee that developed the goals on which
previous evaluations were based. The expectation was that advice which reflected
agreement among very different viewpoints would also be more likely to be acceptable to
nearby communities. It would thus provide a firm basis for developing policies that
were not only technically sound but also could be implemented.4

This study focused oriprocesses that enhanced the boards’ ability to develop broadly based
policy advice, while also providing a channel of communication with the surrounding
community. It examined the dialogue among the three participating groups as they worked
to develop their recommendations to DOE: among board members, between the board and
DOE and regulators; and between the board and the community. Six factors emerged as
exerting a strong influence upon the ability of the boards to establish and maintain an
effective dialogue:

+ Community context

+ Board composition

+ Goals, purpose, and commitment to consensus

2MemorandumfromBillRichardsonto HeadsofDepartmentElements,November6,1998.
3Theguidancedoesnotstatethattheboardsshoulduseconsensus.However,thelistofFieldOffice
responsibilitiesstatesthat: “[FieldOffIcesshould]encouragetheBoardtomakeeveryattemptto reach
consensus”(DOEOffIceofEnvironmentalManagementSite-Specljic Advisory Board Guidance, Interim
Final, November14,1994,DOE,Washington,DC,p. 8). A suggestionis alsoincludedunderSection2,
Basic Principles, that“a facilitatorcouldbeusedto ensurethatboardmemberssetandreachmeeting
objectives,maintainfocus,workasateam,andreachconsensus”(p.2). FACAis alsonotexplicit.The
definitionofanadvisorycommitteedoesnotspecifia requirementforconsensusadvice(41CFR101-
6.1003);however,a subsequentsectionstatesthata groupisnotcoveredundertheActwhena federal
ofllcialinitiatesa meetingto obtaintheadviceof individualattendeesand“notforthepurposeofutilizing
thegrouptoobtainconsensusadvice”(41CFR101-6.1004).Thelanguageincludedinthebackground
discussionincludedinthefederalregisternoticewasnotincludedintheregulation,althoughit provides
additionalpersuasoryevidenceoftheintentthatadvicereflectconsensus(52FR45926,December2,
1987).
4Forthisreason,thefocusofthestudywasnotontheproductsthemselves(e.g.,thenumberof
recommendationsandtheirusebyDOE),butontheboards’compositionandtheprocessesthatenhanced
boards’abilityto providebroadlybased,independentpolicyadvice.
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+ Internal processes

+ Public engagement

+ DOE and regulator engagement.

Community Context

Existing conditions affect the challenges of recruiting a diverse board of members who can
work together. Thus, the composition and structure of the community, including DOE’s
past and present place in that structure, appear to play a significant role in shaping both the
development and impact of a board. Sites with a mission limited to cleanup are likely to
have an easier time than those with controversial defense programs. Boards also have an
easier time becoming effective if the issues of the site are already known and salient (i.e., of
central importance) to the community, if a wide range of institutions and interest groups
already exist, and if the community has a history of active citizen engagement.

Mission

The scope and nature of the DOE mission is a key factor tiecting board fi,mctioning. At
sites where production activities continue and site restoration is not the sole missio~ local
SSABS face a particular challenge. Under these circumstances, a board’s scope and agenda
are more likely to be disputed and community controversy over the pros and cons of a
continuing DOE mission is more likely to spill over into board discussions and relationships
– especially if the continuing mission is weapons-related. Boards appear to be more likely
to agree on the scope and focus and to be able to provide strong consensus advice when the
mission is limited to or concentrated on site restoration. Disagreement appears to be more
likely when the board must clarify and agree on how to address DOE activities that are split
among different DOE divisions and when the restoration agenda is competing with other
issues for the attention of the conirnunity, as well as the attention and resources of the DOE
site office. This is especially likely when the issues are controversial, such as new missions
involving weapons or receipt of additional wastes.

Salience

Boards seem to have an easier time defining their role and organizing effectively to fill it
when they are cofionted with issues that are already known and of central importance to
the affected community. Some boards have been implemented where site issues and
remedlation are not regarded as a high priority by the surrounding community but where
DOE desired to be proactive in soliciting community advice. In these cases, it has proven
difficult to recruit, engage, and retain members, and boards have tended to focus a greater
proportion of their energy on matters of internal organization and agenda setting.

Diversity

A diverse economic base can moderate concerns that site restoration may adversely afKect
ongoing production activities to the detriment of the local economy. Where such concerns
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are present, they may give rise to polarization of views on the boar& thus increasing the
difficulties in reaching consensus. Also presenting a chaJlenge is the existence of
longstanding social and cultural conflict among different community stakeholders that is

likely to carryover into discussions about DOE environmental and waste management
issues. However, these are not the sole dimensions of community diversi~. When it is
effectively represented on a boar~ civic diversity – the presence of a wide range of
institutions and interest groups – and demographic diversity in the community seem to
reduce the likelihood of the board becoming polarized around opposing (critical and
defensive) views of DOE and its restoration efforts. When a board becomes polarize&
effective dialogue and the search for areas of agreement become more difficult.

PrioF Civic Activity

Communities that have a history of active citizen engagement in environmental, economic,
and community development issues appear to be at an advantage in establishing and
operating a local SSAB. In part this may reflect social learning by the community about
how to organize and deal with strongly held differences. Also, existing social ne~orks may
provide benefits for recruitment and transmission of Mormation around the community that
support the board’s operation and shape its choice of activities. Where past experience also
included public or stakeholder involvement in other DOE activities, the stakeholders may
already have become knowledgeable about the policy implications of key technical issues,
identified community values in relation to DOE issues, and forged a foundation for future
relationships. A comparable experience among DOE personnel about the methods and
benefits of public involvement may have enabled them to interact effectively with the board
and help it operate effectively.

Other aspects of community context may also be significant in particular locations.
However, salience, missio~ diversity, and prior civic activity seem to be influential across
all of the SSABSthat we studied.

Board Composition

A key requirement for the local SSAB is to meet the FACA mandate to be “ftily balanced
in its membership in terms of tie points of view represented and the fictions to be
petiormed” (41 CFR 101-61O29(C)).Recruitment and selection of board members should
therefore reflect concerns for demographic diversity and diversity of viewpoints and
accountability to the community.

Recruitment and Se/ecfion

Although all boards are designed to recruit and select according to established categories to
ensure diversity, considerable variation exists in the specific way this FACA requirement is
implemented. A fti, open recruitment and selection process that ensures representation of
the diversity of community viewpoints provides the essential foundation for boards to
achieve the basic purpose of the SSAB Initiative. Absence (through exclusion, refusal, or
withdrawal) of particular viewpoints ai%ectsboth the operation of the board and the
credibility of board recommendations to DOE, the regulators, and the public.
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Most boards use several methods to recruit candidates-advertising in local medi~ written
requests and visits to community organizations, and personal networks. Responsibility for
recruitment is usually assigned to administrative staff, under direction from the board and a
membership committee.

Analytically, the selection approach can be classified according to two cross-cutting
dimensions:

+ What viewpoint does the member represent? Representation maybe by (1)
individual viewpoint, (2) category viewpoint, or (3) organizational interest
viewpoint. In the fust approach, individuals are selected from identified
categories to represent their own viewpoints – the assumption is that the
representation of the various categories will ensure diversity of views. In the
second approach, members are selected to represent the views of people in the
particular category from which they are drawn. In this approach, the implication
is that members will take responsibility for informing themselves about the views
of other people in this category and reporting back to them about board activities.
In the final approach, members are selected to represent particular organizations
and institutions that speak for community interests. In practice, board selection
approaches fall along a continuum from individual (e.g., Savannah River Site,
where members are selected from various categories to reflect the demographic
diversity of the community) to organizational (e.g., Hanford, where the majority
are selected from existing community interest groups).

+ Who selects the member? Although DOE has final responsibility for approving
members, four methods of selecting members from among potential candidates
are used. Members may be selected by (1) the board; (2) a thkd-party or
independent body; (3) organizations, through designation of their representative;
or(4) DOE. Most boards select their own members, relying on a membership
committee to solicit, screen, and recommend candidates for board approval. The
Oak Ridge Board, which relies on an independent panel, provides an example of
the second selection process. Hanford primarily requests organizations to
designate their own representative (the board also includes some at-large
members of the public who are recruited and selected by EPA and the State
regulators). At Los Alamos, DOE assumed sole responsibili~ for selecting
members in its 1997 restructuring of the board; this responsibility was shared with
the board Chair in the recruitment and selection process conducted at the end of
1998.

The approach used by a board has implications for the relationship of the board to the
community. Theoretically, it maybe easier for board members who are selected
explicitly to represent the interests of organizations and institutions in the community to
become prepared for discourse within the board as well as for dialogue between the board
and the community – particularly when they have had prior experience in collaborative
problem solving. Whether members are actually appointed by participating

.. .
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organizations, or invited to join the board because of their membership in a community
organization, their memberships in these organizations provide an existing channel for
the exchange of information with the public.

Some boards have had difficulty with recruitment and selection, particularly when civic
organizations do not play a major role in community life, when certain constituency groups
have declined to participate in the boards, or when the board has set specific goals for
diversity in demographic representation. In some cases, boards have relied on the personal
networks of existing members to recruit new members. However, personal networks, if
used alone, may not tap into all segments of the community and may create particular
problems where boards have become highly polarized. In these cases, each side may view
the recruitment efforts of the other as a way to stack the board with their supporters.

Diversify

However members are recruited, a key requirement is that board membership be diverse-
including both demographic diversity (e.g., gender, ethnicity, education, and socioeconomic
status) and diversity of viewpoints. It is important that members reflect the range of
community perspectives, including members with a critical perspective on DOE policies, if
the board is to fulfill its role of providing independen~ broad-based policy advice to DOE.
The participation of com.nmdy members who are critical of DOE and./orthe regulators is
important not only to enrich the deliberations of the board and their value to DOE and the
regulators, but also to enhance the credibility of the board to the public. In additio~ broad
diversity seems to be the best insurance against a board becoming polarized into critical and
defensive factions that find it very difficult to agree on an approach and agenda and to
develop consensual recommendations that expedite effective site remediation.

The selection process can be used to ensure that members are authentic representatives of
diverse viewpoints and community constituencies. However, changes in the composition of
the board through strategic recruitment and selection may need to occur over a number of
years as existing members’ terms expire and may not be possible where the community
itself does not have strong, diverse civic orgtitions and constituencies.

Goals, Purpose, and Commitment to Consensus

As our study progressed, it became increasingly apparent that the definition established
and agreement reached among board members on the basic purpose of the SSAB
Initiative have had a major impact on the quality of the dialogue at all three levels, and
thus on board effectiveness. Boards that have made a commitment to including a wide
range of community viewpoints (including vie~oints critical of DOE) and to finding
areas of agreement among those viewpoints were more likely to achieve the goal of
developing broadly based policy advice and recommendations. The key was
commitment to searching for areas of agreement (both technical and non-technical) rather
than focusing on areas of disagreement, and the establishment of procedures that
enhanced their ability to do this successfidly. Where this commitment was weak or
lacking, or where such procedures had not been established, problems were particularly
likely to be reflected in the dialogue among members.
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Members of boards such as Idaho, Htiord, and Rocky Flats that were strongly committed
to seeking consensus on substantive policy and procedural decisions (administrative
decisions are typically made by a majority vote) frequently emphasized to us the central
importance of this decision-making approach. For many, the process of stri”vingfor
consensus both reiniiorced and demonstrated members’ commitment to the essential goal of
providing advice to DOE and the regulators that would have broad-based support.

A shared commitment to consensus maybe particularly important for keeping SWBS from
devolving into a technical advisory boar~ especially at sites wherethe complexity and
technical aspects of the issues tiord an opportunity for members with technical training and
familiarity with DOE and regulatory terminology and procedures to dominate board
dialogue, albeit unintentionally. Devolution of the local SSABSinto technical advisory
boards is counter to DOE’s intent: in establishing the advisory boards, DOE sought to
obtain help from abroad range of ai%ectedpublics in developing policies that would be
acceptable to these publics, in addition to being technically sound. Board commitment to
consensus (frequently the product of influential members’ personal commitment and
assisted by effective facilitation) can serve as a means of enabling members with diverse
backgrounds and training to play an active role in policy discussions and the development of
board advice.

Internal Process and Functions

Our study indicated that boards have used a varie~ of approaches to ensure petiormance
of the functions that facilitate effective discourse. The specific approach does not seem
to be as important as ensuring that the necessary fhnctions are pefiorrned and, most
critically, that these fictions are designed to enhance the board’s ability to achieve the
purpose of the local SSABS. Adjusting internal processes may represent the best
opportunity for boards to initiate short-term changes. However, implementing process
changes is unlikely to result in more effective petiormance, unless the changes are
preceded by a clear articulation of goals to assist the members in gaining insight into the
assumptions that underlie the perceived need for change.

It is difficult to say whether the processes and procedures a board adopts for agenda building
and decision making are the cause or outcome of a board’s performance. Typically,
however, the success with which these fimctions are petiormed is reflected in the quality of
the discussion that occurs inboard meetings. Important fimctions include:

+ Open agenda-building, issues management, and decision-making processes that
emphasize search for common areas of agreement among diverse views and that
are irdlormed by DOE and regulator needs

+ Team-building processes, which maybe formal or informal

+ Leadership, particularly by the Chair and/or Executive Committee

+ Facilitation, both for meeting planning and implementation and for brokering
technical and interpersonal issues
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Administrative and technical support, including technical assistance to facilitate
participation by nontechnical members and reduce members’ workload.

Agenda Building, Issues Management, and Decision Making

Local SSABSthat are seen as effective by both board members and DOE and regulatory
officials devote significant resources to building a consensual agenda for the board’s
operations, following that agenda in a sustained fmhion, and making decisions by
consensus.

DOE and the regulators can help the agenda-building process by providing information
about problems and issues that are most important to them. Once an agenda and work
plan are developed, boards require functional subcommittees and/or issue managers to
prepare information for the rest of the board and provide continuity of focus on an issue
over time. Boards have adopted a variety of ways to maintain focus: by adhering to a
formal work plan (e.g., Hanford, Idaho, Oak Ridge, Rocky Flats, and Savannah River);
by dividing issues into “awareness” categories for staff to monitor and “focus areas” for
members to address, as at Rocky Flats; and referring back to values and principles to
guide their selection of priorities, as at Hdord. All of the boards reported to us that
becoming and keeping focused is an ongoing problem. The process demands
considerable leadership and internal networking and is diflicult to achieve given the
voluntary nature of board service and the many issues to be addressed.

Leadership

Leadership that focuses on enhancing the effectiveness of board discourse seems to be
highly beneficial to the fimctioning of a board. Clearly, the Chairperson is the focal point
for ensuring effective performance of the leadership fi.mctionand promoting effective board
discourse. Leadership support by other group leaders (who lypically gravitate to leadership
roles on the Executive Committee) is an added advantage. Effective leaders model desired
behaviors. They may or may not be good meeting facilitators (see below), but they do:

+ Place highest priority on improving the effectiveness of the board as a whole

+ Emphasize values and the search for agreement, maintaining a balance between
technical and policy orientations

+ Encourage the development of a focused agenda

+ Set a conducive atmosphere for work, orchestrating productive meetings, ensuring
that other organizational functions are performed, and motivating and
encouraging members

+ Expend considerable effort networking with other members of the board outside
of meetings to develop a sense of the group as well as maintaining an independent
stance while interfacing with DOE.

Sometimes, boards have adopted strategies to provide balance among different factions by
appointing co-chairs with opposing viewpoints. While this measure may be implemented to
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address concerns that the board may be dominated by one or the other viewpoint, and may
be necessary initially to obtain participation of diverse viewpoints, it may exacerbate
divisions among the board and/or preempt the emergence of an authentic consensus builder.
Provided that the two co-Chairs work collaboratively together to provide un@ing
leadership, however, such an approach may work well – at Pantex, for example, the co-chair
structure is currently proving effective. However, it may be beneficial for boards that
started out with this requirement to revisit it periodically to determine whether it is helping
or hindering their efforts to work together in a collaborative manner.

Facilitation

DOE’s initial guidance to the local SSABSrecognized the value of a facilitator to “ensure
that board members set and reach meeting objectives, maintain focus, work as a team, reach
consensus, and operate at maximum efficiency.” Our visits to the boards reWorced the
value of effective facilitation of board discussions. Our observations indicated that effective
facilitation helped the boards: establish and maintain a fti process; pay attention to the
contributions of both technical and nontechnical members in working toward consensus
decisions; and ensure that board discussions were focused and productive. In addition, the
facilitators (ardor other board members) often played a mediator role outside of board
discussions.

+ Establishing and maintaining afair process. An inqmrtial facilitator plays an
important role in establishing and maintaining a process where every member
feels that his or her perspective is protected, i.e., protected against bias in the
process because the person running the meeting has no agend~ and protected
against personal attack from other participants in the process. These general
attributes are especially valuable wherq as in the SSAB Initiative, diverse groups are
expected to work together in a problem-solving and consensus mode. They are
particularly important when many board members and ex-officio members are
unfamiliar with this way of addressing differences tmdreaching decisions. In this
situation, the facilitator can assist and reinforce members’ commitment to
consensus decision making and ensure that the process is not used in a destructive
rather than a constructive way, for example, allowing a minori~ to block
decisions.

+ Encoura~”ngparticipation by both technical and nontechnical members. An
independent facilitator provides particular value to boards that have a strong
contingent of technically oriented members andlor a technical Chairperson. Here,
the facilitator can help prevent domination by a technical perspective, including
the logical-rational form of discourse that may effectively exclude those untrained
in this mode of argumentation. A facilitator’s training and attention to process and
participation can provide an important complement to a Chairperson who is strongly
oriented toward the technical aspects of site issues.

+ Ensuring that board discussions arefocused andproductive. Efiective facilitation
of meetings is also important in retaining membership. Board service is voluntary
and unpaid. If members perceive that their time is not being well spent because
discussions are getting bogged down or if they believe that they do not receive a
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fair hearing for their views, they are likely to become obstructive or withdraw.
The facilitator’s role is to keep the meeting focused and on track and to guide
discussions toward productive results. When aboard is polarized, the role of an
independent facilitator becomes essential.

FuZjWinga broker role. A broader interpretation of the facilitation fimction includes the
mediator or broker role – addressing interpersonal issues and/or interpretations of
technical and policy issues – among board members, between the board and community,
or between the board and DOE and the regulators. In some boards, this fimction is
performed by the facilitator. In others, the Chairperson ardor individual board members
pefiorrn this fiction as part of their networking across different groups or interests. In
yet others, administrative staff, including the technical coordinatorkissistant, act as
brokers. The key is effective pefiormance of this fimction by one or a number of persons.

Team Building

Self evaluatio~ group retreats, consensus training, and workshops are examples of the
various formal techniques that boards have employed to promote team building and
reflexivity, i.e., the process of reflecting critically on successes and problems. Such
techniques help to provide self-correction and redirection where neede~ and promote a
sense of shared identity and purpose. Even where time and distance cause difficulties for
additional meetings, boards that conduct a self-evaluation find that it helps them identi&
problem areas and make self-corrections where needed. The self-evaluation need not be
complex, For example, the Idaho board allocates a short time on each meeting agenda for a
flip-chart evaluation in which members discuss what went well or not well at that meeting
and where changes may be needed.

Some boards conduct more extensive team building efforts: (1) the Oak Ridge board
scheduled a one-day meeting to discuss decision-making approaches and planned another
retreat to focus on process issues; (2) Rocky Flats holds an annual retrea~ which includes a
self evaluation process as well as prioritization of issues, to reflect on past events and
activities and establish fhture directions; (3) the Htiord Board has scheduled several
special sessions, including a one-day workshop last year to discuss their agen~ focus, and
workloa~ (4) the Northern New Mexico (Los Alamos) board held a retreat at the beginning
of the current fiscal year to regroup and discuss how to proceed with the reconstituted boar~
and (5) Savannah River site also recently instituted a retreat. Cross-site seminars, such as
the one recently hosted by Nevada on low-level waste, and regular cross-site cotierence
calls and board Chair meetings provide additional opportunities for team building and
networking.

These techniques seem to be effective when they are retiorced by idomnal networking that
provides on-going and real-time support of communication and problem-solving. A varie~
of less formal approaches can be effective. For example, meeting together for a meal, either
before or after a meeting, provides an opportunity for Monnal interaction. The Mormal
discussions, especially across groups, that occur when boards meet away born the site and
stay overnight in a hotel (e.g., Idaho, Hard?or~Savannah River, and Los Alamos), can be
very beneficial to a board’s effectiveness.
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Administrative and Technical Support

A well-fimctioning administrative team provides the infhstructure essential for supporting
board operations. The bottom line is: do the administrative staff make the board and
Chairperson’s job easier, or do they become just another problem to manage? Board
members are volunteers and, as frequently observed in interviews, the workload is heavy.
Consequently, the more staff members are able to lessen the load, the more effectively board
members are able to fimction and the more effort they are able to apply to substantive issues
facing the board.

Various administrative fimctions need to be fblfilled. They include, at a minimum, the day-
to-day administrative and meeting-related tasks such as staffing the board office, distributing
Wormation, arranging meeting logistics and notes, and petiorrning various types of
recordkeeping. Administrative staff that can fi,dfillmore than these minimum requirements
can help promote more effective board discourse. For example, providing executive-
assistant help such as coordinating meetings and agendas, coaching members and also
presenters, and acting as the eyes and ears of the Chair may reduce the workload on the
Chair and Executive Committee. Some boards (e.g., Nevada) have appointed a technical
assistant or coordmtor to help synthesize, distill, and explain key technical issues and
monitor emerging issues and activities. This type of support can be invaluable both for
enhancing nontechnical members’ ability to contribute to substantive discussions and for
simpli@ng and lightening the reading burden on all members.

Public Engagement

Ultimately, the effectiveness of the local SSABSdepends on their ability to represent the
diversity of views among tie public. An important function of the board is to let the public
know that DOE is being advised by a citizen committee. Obtaining input and providing
feedback to the broader public are key responsibilities of the boards.

Outreach and Information Gathering

One of the most straightforward methods of public outreach is available where board
members actually represent constituencies and organizations within the community and can
report back directly to those organizations about the SSAB’Sactivities in the course of their
normal organizational activities. Members who have been recruited through demographic
profiling or personal networking, or who have the responsibility to represent a “catego~” of
the public, frequently report difficulty in developing a strategy for linking to “the public.”

There is considerable variation in the extent to which boards commit resources to direct
communication with the public and in the focus of that communication. Some boards do
not believe that they have a responsibility to conduct public outreach. However, other
boards are concerned that their communities are almost entirely unaware of the existence
and operation of the local SSAB. To address this problem, most boards prepare and
circulate their own newsletter within their communities, advertise events in local
newspapers, and seek to inform the local media about their activities. Others, e.g., Pantex
and Rocky Flats, have engaged in specific information-gathering activities such as
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community surveys to improve their understanding of their communities’ views and
needs.

Opportunities for Participation in Board Activities

Another way of fi.dfillingtie board’s responsibility of serving the public interest is to
encourage members of the public to participate inboard meetings ant as is the case with
some bomds, inviting nonmembers to serve on subcommittees. A productive application of
the latter approach is at Oak Ridge, where the board sponsored the establishment of an End
Use Working Group that provided an opportunity for wider community involvement in a
process to examine a particularly complex and salient issue. Special attention needs to be

paid to the possibility of bias in selecting and defining issues, however, if these extra
participants result in over-representation of a particular viewpoint.

DOE and Regulator Engagement

Opportunities to enhance local SSAB pefiormance also lie with the DOE site offices and
regulators who have an important influence on board petiormance and member satisfaction.
The quality of DOE engagement and sense of responsibility for encouraging Board
effectiveness as well as the importance and value the local site office places on the board’s
recommencktions are important. Attitudes of DOE staff at the sites range across a spectrum
from reluctant acceptance that begrudges the diversion of resources from technical activity
to enthusiastic support that places a high value on the board’s discussions and
recommendations. At some sites, the support provided to the boards by DOE and
contractors at the day-by-day working level is extensive and invaluable. However, the
support of top management is also critically important in signaling to board members that
their contributions are valued.

DOE Level of Patiicipation

The extent of DOE participation in the work of the board and the level of DOE management
that is actively engaged with the board seem to be significant factors in board effectiveness

for a variety of reasons, Firsc DOE participation affects the quality and timing of
information the board receives from DOE. Second DOE participation afllectsthe benefit
DOE receives, in terms of understanding stakeholder issues and viewpoints as well as the
agency’s ability to respond. Third, the participation of DOE management signals to board
members the value placed on their participation and effort. Generally, when a DOE site
manager is an active advocate of the board, regularly attends and encourages staff to attend
board meetings, and is personally responsive to information and resource requests, there is a
beneficial impact on the board’s operations.

Empowerment by DOE

Board members generally express the view that they should be able to operate and need to
be seen by the public to operate at a high level of independence from DOE and contractor
supervision. There is variation among the boards, however, in the emphasis placed on
independence: at Rocky Flats, an example of one of the most independent boards, the board
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was established as a nonprofit organization. Likewise, boards place differential emphasis on
indicators of independence such as having an independent office or control of their budget
and hiring of staff. MOSLhowever, emphasize the need for access to independent technical
review and/or assistance. Concern is voiced about being dependent on DOE and/or former
site-related employees for technical tiormation.

DOE Responsiveness

DOE’s willingness to be open in providing tiorrnation and in responding to local SSAB
recommendations provide an important source of feedback to the board about its
effectiveness and the worth of its efforts. At some sites, DOE and the board make a
determined effort to track recommendations, act on board recommendations, and follow up
with technical staff. Some boards keep elaborate tracking records showing the
recomrnendatio~ date it was give~ and the status of the response (Hanford, Savannah
River). Others, for example Idaho and Pantex, allocate a time-slot at each board meeting for
DOE to report verbally, in addition to its written responses. At the Savannah River Site,
DOE staff members are assigned to follow up and coordinate meetings with technical staff
within a specified time period. Some boards assign the tracking task to administrative @,
encouraging DOE to be more responsive.

The quality and timeliness of DOE feedback are identified as key factors in board
satisfaction and sense of effectiveness. If DOE is seen to act on SSAB recommendations
and./ortake time to explain the rationale for nonacceptance, the board members have an
enhanced sense that their commitment of time and energy is worthwhile. However, if DOE
responds in a perfb.nctoxymanner and merely records recommendations, this can have a
demoralizing effect on the board.

Role of the Regulators

Tremendous variation occurs among sites in the role played by regulators, as illustrated by
the extremes of Hanford and Nevada. At the former site, DOE is bound by the Tri-Party
Agreemen~ and EPA and State regulators play a very active role, both in the formal
meetings and informal networking that occurs outside of meetings. At that site also, the
State regulators are responsible for screening and recommending membership candidates for
DOE approval. At the latter site, in contrast regulators play a very limited role; for
example, DOE activities are not regulated by EPA, and EPA is not included in an ex-officio
role.

Where they are active, regulators can play a very positive role in providing the perspective
of a key player in environmental cleanup and in supporting and empowering the board.
Factors that appear to be of particular importance in influencing the degree of engagement
by regulators (and whether or not they regard the board as a joint enterprise or “DOE’s
Board”) include their relationship with one another and with DOE, the existence of a written
agreement that specifies the responsibilities of each agency in remediating the site; and
whether or not the board’s by-laws require recommendations to be provided to the
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regulators as well as to DOE. Additional factors include the importance of the site to the
regulators and the local presence of regulators.
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HANFORDADVISORYBOARD

Introduction

This report details the results from the Hanford portion of a U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) study that was initiated to understand factors contributing to the effectiveness of
the DOE local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) and to provide information usefi.d
for the boards and DOE in their continuing effofls at improvement. The Overview report
that accompanies the individual site reports discusses findings across nine DOE sites and
provides background on the goals, methodology, and rationale for the framework used in
the study. It also serves as a template for the findings presented in this site report.

The report for Hanford Advisory Board (H@ is thus structured according to the six

factors that were found to be important in assessing local SSAB effectiveness. As
emphasized in the Overview, the study was designed to assist DOE and the boards in
assessing how well the boards were fidfilling DO17Sbasic purpose in establishing the
boards, and to provide information that would be useful to DOE and the boards in
achieving this purpose. Specifically, DOE established the boards to obtain independent,
consensus, policy advice and recommendations that drew on the range of local and
regional stakeholder perspectives. The underlying rationale was that advice that reflected
agreement among very different viewpoints would also be more likely to be acceptable to
nearby communities and thus would provide a firm basis for developing policies that
were not only technically sound but also could be implemented. Accordingly, the focus
of the study was on board processes that enhanced the boards’ ability to provide
independent, broadly based policy advice, rather than on the recommendations per se.

This report describes the HAB as it was operating at the time of the researchers’ visit in
June 1998. The description is provided in terms of the six factors found to contribute to
board effectiveness (community contefi, board compositio~ purpose, goals, and
commitment to consensus; internal processes and fi.mctions;public engagement; and
DOE and regulator engagement). It begins by highlighting key features of the site
context that posed particular challenges facing the HAB. The two subsequent sections
discuss the board’s composition, including diversity of viewpoints represented on the
board, and the board’s sense of purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus. The next
section examines the board’s internal processes and fimctions, including how board
members accomplish agenda building, issues management, and team building; how

facilitation, brokering, and leadership roles are taken and petiormed; and how
administrative and technical support is provided. The following section, on public
engagement, details the board’s effectiveness in providing opportunities for public
participation and in outreach and information gathering. The next section discusses the
relationship between the board and DOE, and between the board and site regulators. The
final section lists important issues that members mentioned and provides the researchers’
assessment of the accomplishments and challenges facing the HAE3.
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As emphasized in the Overview repofi the purpose of this study is to provide an
outsider’s perspective, based on a review of boards across the complex, and to encourage
the boards to reflect on their own strengths and weaknesses and learn from one another’s
accomplishments and challenges.

Community Context

The 560 square mile Hanford site, managed by the Richland Operations Office (DOE-
RL), is located in Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties in southeastern Washington near
the communities of Richland, Kennewick, and Pasco. The Columbia River flows through
the site. The reservations of the Yakim~ the Confederated Tribes of the Umatill~ and
Nez Perce, who have treaty interests in the site, are located in the surrounding area,

In 1990, the three county area had a population of 204,791 people, 150,033 of whom
lived in the Richland-Kennewick-Pasco (“Tri-Cities”) metropolitan area. The population
in the three-county area is p~edominately white, with approximately 14 percent of
Hispanic origin. Interest in the Hzdord site extends throughout the State of Washington
and into Oregon, and thus includes the cities of Spokane, Seattle, Olympi~ and Portland
as well as an extensive rural, agricultural area.

Several aspects of the Hanford site and mission provide a favorable, yet challenging
context for the development of a local SSAB. Hanford’s current mission is focused
primarily on waste management and environmental restoration, environmental research
and technology development, and energy research. However, it also includes nuclear
research and some defense program activities, and the possibility of new missions and
activities are periodically raised (such as MOX fuel and FFTF restart). The
environmental and stiety issues associated with the site are massive and salient.
However, they are also multifaceted and complex, with some problems and solutions not
yet well articulated (for example, high-level tank waste).

The site has a long history of public involvement, including previous collaborative
problem-solving efforts that have engaged a variety of local, regional, and national
stakeholder organizations and laid a foundation for effective public involvement, such as
the Future Site Uses Working Group and the Tank Waste Task Force. However, the
affected tribes, whose standing as sovereign nations assured of a govemment-to-
government relationship with DOE made them initially reluctant to participate as
stakeholders in an advisory board, represent an essential interest and viewpoint. The size
and economic and social diversity of the impacted area provides a broad base for
recruitment of participants with a rich diversity of interests, capabilities, and viewpoints.
However, it requires assembling and coordinating the participation of members fi-oma
large geographic are% multiple political jurisdictions, and with strongly held and well-
articulated opposing viewpoints.

The site’s cleanup strategy is governed by an agreement signed in 1989 among DOE,
EPA, and the Washington State Department of Ecology, known as the Tri-Party
Agreement (TPA). The TPA established milestones and the legal fiarnework for cleanup.
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Hanford issues are important to the regulators, who have established local offices to
oversee this work. The state of Washington has established a memorandum of agreement
with the state of Oregon, thus facilitating participation of Oregon state representatives.

HMord site activities have high local, regional, and national salience. Htiord was one
of the principal producers of nuclear materials for the defense program from 1943, when
the first plutonium production reactor was built, until 1991, when the all of the site’s nine
plutonium production reactors were retired. The site’s nuclear weapons material
production activities have left behind massive amounts of radioactive materials, unique
radiation hazards, vast volumes of contaminated water and soil, and many contaminated
structures ranging from reactors to chemical plants to evaporation ponds.

Many aspects of the Hanford cleanup effort pose extraordinary technical and
management challenges. The hazards posed by the waste stored on the site, the history of
contamination and airborne releases, and the proximity of the Columbia River have
created considerable public and regulatory concern. A wide array and variety of
organizations have been actively involved in Har&ord issues over the past decade (and
longer) including, among others, the Washington League of Women Voters, Greenpeace,
Hanford Education Action League, Htiord Watch, Heart of America Northwest,
Physicians for Social Responsibility, Sierra Club, local unions, and the Tri-Cities
Development Corporation.

Hanford is also salient because of its economic importance to the local area and region.
Employing about 11,000 workers in 1997, DOE-RL and its contractors are the single
most important component of the local economy, accounting, directly and indirectly, for
an estimated 36°/0of all local non-farm employment and up to 67°/0of local wage income
(including farm income) in Benton and Franklin counties. Anticipated worldorce and
budget reductions as site cleanup progresses are important local issues. DOE, in
collaboration with the local govermnents and economic development organizations in
Benton and Franklin counties, has a program to support economic diversification of the
local economy. The interest and participation of residents from both inside and outside
the local area have helped the board obtain the diversi~ of viewpoints needed for an
effective board and provide balance to the board’s discussions.

The HAB is the only DOE-related community-based advisory body active in the local
are% although other bodies bring together various combinations of parties with an interest
in the HMord site (for example, the Hanford Communities, the Tri-City Technical
Council, the Hdord Health Information Network, and the Vadose Zone Expert Panel).
A number of technical review committees have also been formed to examine Hdord-
related issues.

Board Composition

The HAB was formed in 1993-1994, the fust of the SSABS. Prior to that time, DOE-RL
solicited advice from a number of citizen advisory bodies, starting with the committee
formed to provide advice on the Defense Waste Environmental Impact Statement (1985),
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and including the Future Site Uses Working Group (1990) and the Tank Waste Task
Force (1993). Many of the organizations and individuals involved in the HAB

participated in these earlier efforts. Interviews, as well as the HAB web page, indicate
that this experience, for both DOE and the public, had a very important impact on the
HAB. Primary impacts were establishing a familiarity and confidence in the consensus-
seeking process, building relationships, and establishing a set of underlying principles

~ and values for the overall cleanup of Hanford that had widespread support. The HAB
adopted these values and principles and used them as abase for its deliberations.

The board is currently composedof31 members and their alternates, representing ten
different interest areas. DOE-RL, EPA, and Washington State Departments of Ecology
and Health, and the Cofiederated Tribes of the Umatilla are ex-officio members. The
Nez Perce and Yakarna Nations now have members on the board. The current
chairperson, an Oregon resident, is a former vice president of the League of Women
Voters of the United States. The size of the board and the inclusion of alternates seems to
reduce the potential for members representing minorily viewpoints to be isolated or
marginalized.

In 1993, the Tri-Party agencies initiated the effort to form an advisory board, and
contracted with an independent facilitation/mediation team from the Keystone Center to
serve as convenors. A call for comments, followed by a series of interviews and
meetings, identified a number of issues and concerns that potential participants in an
advisory board felt needed to be addressed. Based on this information, the convenors
made recommendations and suggested guidelines for proceeding with the establishment
of the advisory group. They developed a three-tiered structure of involvement in the
board, delineated ten interests to be represented, and grouped the interests into three
categories (A, B, and C) as away to achieve a balance of interests and representation on
the board. They then worked with the Tri-Party agencies and the interested public to
implement the recommended selection process.l

Organizations within most of the ten interest areas are responsible for recruiting and
nominating their representatives, subject to the balance and diversity criteria established
in the HAB Charter, and consultation with EPA and the Washington Department of
Ecology. EPA and Ecology have responsibility for recruiting and nominating at-large
members, who are to be individuals with an expressed interest in Hanflord cleanup and
who contribute to ethnic, gender, and racial diversity, as well as non-unio~ non-
management cleanup contractor representatives. With the exception of at-large members,
the HAB members are to “represent the interests and concerns of the organizations,
institutions, or constituencies that have appointed them.” This process has established a
board that is broadly representative of the viewpoints of the community and that has
maintained its diversity over time.

1Mealey,TimandBarbaraStinson.(rid).Convening Report on the Establishment of an Adviso~ Board to
AddressHanfordCleanupIssues. TheKeystoneCenter.
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Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus

The HAB agreed that the board would make decisions by consensus, with rare
exceptions. This agreement has been kept with the board demonstrating considerable
skill in working within the consensus process, recognizing the importance of laying the
groundwork through itiormal discussions before decisions are brought before the board
and of distributing the work among the board members. Board members seem to
recognize the legitimacy of blocking proposals that do not adequately address an interest.

Independence, early and open access to information, and the ability to make a difference
have been key priorities and concerns of board members. As a condition of participation,
the initial board members obtained early commitments from the Tri-Parly agencies that
the HAB would have the freedom to uncover the issues, set its own agend% control its
own expenditures and have some independent staffig, as well as be listened and
responded to by the highest levels of management. The early days of the board were
difficult, even with the benefit of past experience with the task force and working group.
Through this process, the board forged a shared sense of purpose and approach that it has

sustained over time, though with a continuing undercurrent of tension created by the
strength of the opposing viewpoints.

Despite this shared sense of purpose, the complexity of the site and the differences of
interest among board members have created an ongoing challenge for the HA13to
uncover the priority issues and set a manageable agenda. The board’s Charter and
Operating Ground Rules note that the board will have to work closely with the Tri-Party
agencies to identi~ major policy issues and reflect requests for advice from the agencies
and that are of concern to its members. The HAB members take pride in the amount of
work they do. They are proud of the HAB’s ability to take on complex issues, understand
them, apply the core principles and values, and develop consensus advice that makes a
difference in site cleanup. The HAB commitment to consensus and to working through
important problems permeated both the board meeting’s discussions and the site visit
interviews with members.

Internal Process and Functions

A number of functions must be fi,dfilled for a group of people to work together
effectively, particularly when they are convened to represent different perspectives.
These include agenda-building and issues management processes that emphasize
searching for common areas of agreement among diverse views; leadership, particularly
by the chair(s) and executive committee; facilitation, both for meeting planning and
implementation and for brokering technical and interpersonal issues; team building
processes, which may be formal or tiormal; and administrative and technical support,
including technical assistance to facilitate participation by non-technical members and to
reduce members’ workload.
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Agenda Building and Issues Management

An agenda that meets the priorities of the members and focuses the work of the board
makes an essential contribution to the board’s effectiveness. The HAB members view
agenda setting as a critical function, a collaborative process, and an ongoing challenge for
the board. They devote considerable time and effort to ensure that they are focusing on
important and timely issues. Recognizing the breadth of the environmental issues within
its scope and the need to simultaneously maintain flexibility and achieve focus, the board
developed a series of mechanisms to build its agenda and manage issues – and to stop and
remind themselves that their impact will be greatest if they focus on major policy issues
and don’t get diverted by or bogged down in technical details.

Standing committees were established, despite initial resistance, to serve as the primary
locus of issue identification, framing, and analysis. The committees select their own
chairs, who serve on the executive committee. A committee member is identified to

serve as the issue manager for each major issue. Members can volunteer or be asked to
serve by the committee chair. The standing committees meet on a regular schedule, in
locations that rotate around the region. Committee meetings are open to the public, but
membership is limited to board members and their alternates. The committees frame
issues, gather information, provide progress reports to the board, and develop draft
recommendations, which they bring to the fidl board. The contractor support staff and
facilitators help the committee chairs obtain the necessary information and arrange for
presentations from the Tri-Party agencies and Hanford contractors. The board has
implemented a tracking system that facilitates tiormation sharing and helps the board
maintain its focus and schedule. The system is maintained by the administrative and
facilitation staff. Committees have the ability to request and obtain independent technical
assistance, if needed.

At the time of the study, the HAB’s executive committee was composed of the chair,
vice-chair, chairs of each of the standing committees, one or two ad hoc members, and
representatives of the Tri-Party agencies. The executive committee serves a coordinating
and integrating role to develop issues and the agenda for the full board and to ensure that
the board is functioning effectively. The executive committee has strong administrative
support (see below) to assist with this process.

The fill board sets aside one meeting each year to discuss the upcoming agenda and to
develop a work plan. The Tri-Party agencies are asked to give a status report and identifi
major policy issues. The work plan is adjusted to accommodate fast-breaking and
emerging issues. To keep track of what they have done, as well as to provide easily
accessible information about the board (see below), each year an annual report is
prepared, posted on the board’s web page, and distributed by members to their
constituencies.

Leadership

The Charter and Ground Rules of the HAB speci~ that the chair will be appointed by the
sponsoring Tri-Parties, based on the advice and recommendations of Hanford
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stakeholders. The vice-chair is selected by the board. The current HAB chairperson is
highly skilled and experienced at chairing consensus-based boards. Without exception,
board members and ex-officio representatives commended the leadership provided to the
board by the chairperson, commenting on her dedication and skill in guiding the board to
find consensus where none was originally evident, emphasizing and reminding the board

about the core values, and knowing when to push for or defer decisions.

The H&B has both the benefit and challenge of having a number of strong leaders, whose
skills and experience have often been developed through their roles in their sponsoring
organizations. Collectively these leaders have helped the board develop and maintain a
balance between the technical and policy orientations, and have often modeled desired
behaviors, and set a conducive atmosphere for work and networking. They have been
assisted in this by leadership from the Tri-Party agencies, and by strong support and
facilitation staff. Given its size and diversity, this has allowed the HAB to focus a large
proportion of its time and energies on substantive issues, though without neglecting
attention to procedural and process issues when necessary. This leadership has also been
effective in presenting the board to the external world, including testi&ing before
Congress. The chairperson has succeeded in gaining the trust and confidence of all
parties, in part by paying scrupulous attention to the ground rule of not speaking for the
board on topics other than where it has produced consensus advice. Similar positive
evaluation was given to the leadership provided at the committee level.

Facilitation

The board has always had professional facilitation suppo~ considered essential to help
the chair manage the meetings and the committee chairs manage the working sessions.
Although DOE formally manages the HAB budget, the chair and other key members
have a key role in procuring facilitation services, again in order to ensure independence.
The HAB is large; meetings frequently involve more than 50 people. The facilitators
support the chair, who runs the board meetings. The current facilitation team has
technical expertise that the board has found helpfid.

Board meetings have a clear agenda and keep to schedule, with some flexibility to
accommodate the status of discussion. The majority of interactions, though sometimes
heated, are civil and orderly although the inability of some members to refrain from
personal attacks was identified as a significant irritant and problem. Once clarified,
issues requiring fi.u-therwork during the board meeting are frequently referred to a small
group (often those with the most clearly opposing views) to address off-line and bring
back to the whole board. Proposed recommendations are put up on a viewgraph, and the
facilitator expedites the “wordsmithing” process. It is clear that the facilitators serve the
board and its work.

The HAB has many members and support staff who assist with informal
communications, problem solving, and “working” of issues. Particular note was made of
the important role played by DOE and contractor support staff in facilitating
communication between the board and DOE program managers and in helping to broker
issues on a wide range of topics. A nuniber of HAB members also serve on other DOE-
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related committees and have multiple opportunities for networking. The HA13probably
has a greater ability to work issues outside of formal meetings than any other board, since

so many of its members work for organizations that support their involvement at
Hanford, thus bringing them into frequent contact and increasing the amount of time they
can devote to board work.

Team Building

HAB members expressed a strong sense of membership and pride in the board. Although
explicitly representing organizationshnstitutions, board members nevertheless
demonstrated a commitment to the success of the board and recognition of their fellow
board members as part of a team. The HAB conducts an annual self-evaluation and has
commissioned feedback on its performance in a variety of ways in order to identi~
problems and improve effectiveness.

The board has succeeded in developing informal positive relationships among the
members, though concern was expressed that the corrosive effect of personal attacks by
some members on others has not been completely resolved. The board holds its two-day
meetings (Andits committee meetings) at different locations around the two-state region,
which provides additional opportunities for tiorrnal social interactions among the
members.

The HAB has developed a rather elaborate record-keeping system to ensure that existing
and new members can access the previous work and advice of the board. New members
receive a structured orientation and all members go through orientation on a yearly or bi-
yearly basis. A number of special sessions have been held to focus on understanding the
common interests of the members and to consider the value of a region-wide consensus
on Hdord issues, and to reexamine the agend% focus, and workload of the board.

Administrative and Technical Support

Funding for the HAB is provided by DOE (initially by DOE-EM-HQ, but now by DOE-
RL). This arrangement was considered important to assure independence of the board
and timely access to fimds. Some fimding is used for administrative and technical
support, obtained as,part of the facilitation/mediation contract. DOE, EPA, Washington
State Department of Ecology and contractor staff provide additional administrative
support, who help with record maintenance and distribution, meeting planning and
logistics, information gathering, coordination, and general troubleshooting. Although the
HA13does not have an office, per se, it maintains its address and telephone in the office
of the facilitator, as a demonstration of the board’s independence from DOE.

According to all reports, the administrative support provided to the board by both its own
staff and by the Tri-Party agencies, is excellent, considerably lightening the load on board
members, particularly the chairs. Many of those interviewed commended the helpfhl,
capable, and diligent efforts of the support staff.
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Process Summary

HAB meetings are held for two consecutive days, eight times per year. The board has
begun to schedule a presentation and open forum session the evening of the first day, on
topics of current interest to the board and the public. These sessions are designed
specifically to be of interest and accessible to the public as well as board members. The
FL%Bis a work-oriented boar~ members are expected to come prepared to both board
and committee meetings. Because of the duration of the meetings, there is time for
presentations, committee reports, and board action. Pertinent (and background)
information is made available to the board members and the public.

The observed meeting was well run, with good teamwork between the chair and the
facilitator. Meeting logistics appeared smooth. Adequate support personnel were
available to address emerging needs. Board discussions demonstrated integration of
technical and policy considerations, with participation by a large proportion of members.
A substantial number of topics were covered, but without a sense of superficiality or
preemption of discussion. Procedural matters were dealt with expeditiously. The size,
diversity, and intensity of the board create a continuing demand for process management
and facilitation.

Public Engagement

The board initially established a committee on public involvement, which was unable to
resolve how the board wanted to address the issue of engaging the public in Har&ord and
board deliberations. For a period, the committee was put in abeyance, with its members
distributed among the other committees to ensure that they were addressing public
involvement issues associated with the substantive issues. The committee has been
reinstated, but a recent committee meeting indicated that the original uncertainty still
pertains. The board is divided about whether it should be advising DOE and the
regulators about their public involvement program and approach, or focusing on how the
board itself can engage the public. Despite this, the board is attentive to the need to be
visible to the public and to make its activities and recommendations accessible to and
known by the public.

Outreach and Information Gathering

The board has explicitly stated that DOE and the regulators have responsibility for public
involvement and that the board should neither duplicate nor substitute for them in this
role, although it was prepared to advise them and participate in some of their outreach
activities. The board has advised DOE and the regulators to incorporate stakeholder
values in their plans. It has been a strong and persistent advocate of the need for a
National Equity Dialogue to focus on the totality of DOE waste management and
disposition issues. Although the board is attentive to the need to prepare materials that
are accessible to the public and that summarize and present board activities, board-
initiated public outreach does not seem to be a high priority for the HAB. This maybe
because board members (aside from members-at-large), as representatives of
organizations or institutions, have built-in channels of communication to interest groups
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through their sponsoring organizations/institutions. Several board members mentioned
specific outreach activities they were undertaking with their organizations. Based on
discussions and review of the board documentation, it appeared that many board
members take seriously their responsibility to report back to their organizations and to
use their organization’s communication channels to distribute the tiorrnation to their
broader constituency. No evaluation of the effectiveness of this outreach strategy has
been conducted.

Oppotiunities for Public Participation in Board Activities

The HAB meetings and committee meetings are organized as working sessions for a very
busy board. Although they are open to the public, well advertised, and provide a formal
period for public comment, they are not structured to facilitate public engagement. As
with other boards, the HAB meetings are generally not well attended by the public. This
does not appear to be a particular concern for the board. Although all written materials
are made available to the public, the public comment period is structured like a public
hearing (where public statements are received and recorded), rather than as a dialogue.
The public is treated as a visitor at or observer of the board’s meeting. The board has
taken the initiative, as mentioned earlier, to structure an evening session of presentations
that is designed for the public.

DOE and Regulator Engagement

The HAB is clearly chartered to provide advice to the Tri-Pa.rly Agencies and has
received assurances from DOE, EPA and Washington State Department of Ecology that
they will provide information to the board, have senior managers attend board meetings
and interact with the board, and receive board advice, with a requirement to provide a
written response to the board’s advice. Because of the Tri-Parly Agreement, the
regulators are daily involved in Hdord issues and place a high priority on resolving
environmental policy issues.

DOE Level of Participation

Within the framework of independence, the HAB has structured a close working
relationship with Tri-Party agencies, recognizing the importance of close engagement for
understanding, access to Mormatiou and impact. DOE-RL has been a visible and public
supporter of the HAB. The DOE Designated Federal Official/Deputy Designate Federal
Official for the board was the Deputy Site Manager (until he relocated out of the area)
and is currently the Chief Financial Offlceq both senior managers consistently attended
board meetings and participated actively in them. The Site Manager has frequently
attended portions of many meetings. In addition, senior DOE-RL program managers and
representatives from the other Tri-Party agencies often work closely with the HAB
committees.

Empowerment by DOE

The Site Manager has made it clear to his direct reports and others that the board is to be
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taken seriously and that they are to respond to board requests. Board members generally
agree that the commitment made by the Tri-Party agencies to provide the board
independence and support has been honored.

DOE Responsiveness

Board members generally agreed that DOE’s ability and willingness to provide pre-
decisional idormation to the board has improved, and that the Tri-Party agencies are
diligent about responding to board inquiries and advice. However, a number expressed
serious reservations about DOE~s commitment to take board advice seriously, citing
several recent examples of where the board’s advice on major policy and management
decisions had not been followed.

Role of the Regulators

More than most other boards, the regulators take ownership and responsibility for the
success of the board. As with DOE, the regulators have sent senior managers to interact
with the board, and have demonstrated that the board’s discussions and advice were heard
at the highest management level. Interviews with board members gave high marks to the
constructive approach and useful assistance provided by the representatives horn the
regulators.

Issues and Observations

Issues Raised by Members Concerning the HAB

On a number of major, far-reaching policy and management issues, such as
privatization, DOE has not followed board advice.

A number of board members expressed concern about how to prepare for
transition of leadership if the current chairperson retires.

Despite the length of time the board has been in existence and the procedures that
have been put in place, several members commented that personal attacks have
not ceased and are not controlled adequately.

The amount of work and scope of the problems threaten board members with
fatigue.

At-large members are not sure how to link back to their “constituency.”

Board members continue to struggle with the challenge of focusing the board’s
agenda to be both manageable and impactful.
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Researchers’ Assessment of Primary Accomplishments
Facing the HAB

Accomplishments

and Challenges

The scope, complexity, and severity of the problems at the Hanford site posed a
tremendous challenge for priority setting and focus. The quality and depth of
leadership on the board has been essential to its effectiveness.

Previous experience with the Future Site Uses Working Group and the Tank
Waste Task Force, which were well structured and expertly facilitated, provided a
solid platform for the HAB. The HAB capitalized on this platform. It also drew
on the extensive knowledge base of members who had been involved with
Hanford issues for many years.

The HAB has forged an effective working relationship among the diverse
interests and developed a shared sense of purpose that is critical to its
productivity.

This board undertakes an incredible workload, probably only possible because a
large proportion of its members are representatives of organizations that support
their work.

DOE-RL and the regulators, who initiated the formation of the HAB before
directed to by DOE/HQ, have taken responsibility for the board and developed an
effective relationship with the board, though responsiveness on the tough issues is
an ongoing question.

Adherence and reference to core values has helped the board provide coherent and
impactful advice.

Challenges

+ The size, diversity, and strength of the members poses an ongoing challenge and
unceasing requirement for strong leadership.

+ Lack of civility, and indulgence in personal attacks during board meetings can
erode personal relationships and reduce the effectiveness of board deliberations.
Despite a variety of efforts, the board has not managed to adequately control this
problem.
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IDAHONATIONALENGINEERINGANDENVIRONMENTAL
LABORATORY CITIZENS ADVISORYBOARD

Introduction

This report details the results from the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory (INEEL) Citizens Advisory Board portion of a U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) study that was initiated to understand factors contributing to the effectiveness of
the DOE local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) and to provide tiormation useful
for the boards and DOE in their continuing efforts at improvement. The Overview report
that accompanies the individual site reports discusses findings across nine DOE sites and
provides background on the goals, methodology, and rationale for the framework used in
the study. It also serves as a template for the findings presented in this site report.

The report for the INEEL Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) is thus structured according to
the six factors that were found to be important in assessing local SSAB effectiveness. As
emphasized in the Overview, the study was designed to assist DOE and the boards in
assessing how well the boards were fi.dfilling DOE’s basic purpose in establishing the
boards, and to provide tiormation that would be useful to DOE and the boards in
achieving this purpose. Specifically, DOE established the boards to obtain independent,
consensus, policy advice and recommendations that drew on the range of local and
regional stakeholder perspectives. The underlying rationale was that advice that reflected
agreement among very different viewpoints would also be more likely to be acceptable to
nearby communities and thus would provide a firm basis for developing policies that
were not only technically sound but also could be implemented. Accordingly, the focus
of the study was on board processes that enhanced the boards’ ability to provide
independent, broadly based policy advice, rather than on the recommendations per se.

This report describes the Idaho CAB as it was operating at the time of the researchers’
visit in May 1998. The description is provided in terms of the six factors found to
contribute to board effectiveness (community conte~, board composition; purpose, goals,
and commitment to consensus; internal processes and functions; public engagement; and
DOE and regulator engagement). It begins by highlighting key features of the site
context that pose particular challenges facing the CAB. Two subsequent sections discuss
the board’s composition, including diversity of viewpoints represented on the board, and
the board’s sense of purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus. The next section
examines the board’s internal processes and functions, including how board members
accomplish agenda building, issues management, and team building; how facilitation,
brokering, and leadership roles are taken and performed and how administrative and
technical support is provided. The following section, on public engagement, details the
board’s effectiveness in providing opportunities for public participation and in outreach
and information gathering. The next section discusses the relationship between the board

and DOE, and between the board and site regulators. The final section lists issues that
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members raised in their discussions and provides the researchers’ assessment of the
accomplishments and challenges facing the CAB.

As emphasized in the Overview, the purpose of this study is to provide an outsider’s
perspective, based on a review of boards across the complex, and to encourage the boards
to reflect on their own strengths and weaknesses and learn from one another’s
accomplishments and challenges.

Community Context

The Idaho Operations Office (DOE-ID) oversees the operations of the INEEL, which
occupies an 890 square mile site in Southeastern Idaho. The eastern border of the site is
approximately 23 miles west of Idaho Falls. Some INEEL research and support facilities

are also located in Idaho Falls, the nearest town of any size (a 1990population of
approximately 44,000) in this desert region. The site employs about 8,000 workers,
playing an important role in the economy of this sparsely populated area. In 1990, only
about 120,000 people lived within a 50-mile radius of the site. The population is
predominately Caucasian (96% in Idaho Falls). The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes are
located on the Fort Hall Reservation, southeast of the site.

Established in 1949 as the National Reactor Testing Statio~ the site has historically
specialized in nuclear reactor testing. The first reactor using nuclear fission to produce
electricity and the Navy’s fust prototype nuclear propulsion plant were both located at
INEEL. Most of the site’s 52 reactors, many first-of-a-kind facilities, are now phased out
and many have been dismantled, though the Advanced Test Reactor and the Advanced
Test Reactor Critical Facility Reactor are still operable. INEEL now has nine major
facilities that support the site’s major activities: site cleanup and environmental
management, nuclear materials disposition and interim storage, applied engineering, and
technology commercialization. Seven of these facilities are managed by DOE-ID, one
(Argonne National Laboratory West) is managed by DOE-Chicago, and one (Naval
Reactors) is managed by DOE-Pittsburgh. The site’s focus has shifted from reactor
development and defense-related work toward hazardous and radioactive waste
management, cleanup, and environmental technology, although Argonne-West continues
research on reactors and reactor safety. The Laboratory is actively searching for
additional missions, particularly those related to environmental technology.

A Tri-Party agreement, called the Federal Facilities Agreement/Consent Order (also
known as FFA/CO), governs CERCLA activities at all nine facilities on the site. In
addition, a consent order signed in 1996 by the Governor, DOE and the Navy, popularly
known as the Governor’s Agreement or the Settlement Agreement provides additional
stipulations beyond the FFWCO requirements, and restricts DOE from bringing more
waste into Idaho until certain requirements are met. The Settlement Agreement is very
specific and very firm.

Our study has found that a number of contextual factors – mission, salience of the issues,
diversity of the populatio~ and previous civic engagement – can tiect the challenges
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local SSABS face in recruiting members, defining their goals and purpose, and
establishing effective working relationships among members with different viewpoints
and values. A primary factor that has posed a challenge to the development of effective
dialogue at several boards has been disagreement over scope and agenda. INEEL has a
number of attributes that could have led to this type of disagreement. It is a multi-
program laboratory that combines environmental restoration with an active search for
additional nuclear energy and energy research missions. In addition, some of the most
controversial decisions about the site’s activities, for example, receipt, storage, and
transport of high-level and TRU waste, involve national policies that are not controlled
solely by DOE-ID, another source of potential dispute about scope and agenda. The
involvement of multiple DOE organizations and locations, only some of which the board
is chartered to advise, increases the potential for complications, difficulty with
communication, and controversy. Finally, INEEL’s regional economic and political
importance could have created issues of dependence and tension between those
concerned about economic stability and development and those opposed to fbture site
activities. Nevertheless, despite these attributes, the INEEL CAB members did not report
intense disagreement over scope and agenda.

INEEL is a Superfund site, on the National Priorities List. INEEL is one of the primary
interim storage sites for government-owned spent nuclear fbels and transuranic wastes.
A principal concern is potential contamination of the Snake River Plain Aquifer, a sole
source aquifer and valued state resource. Some INEEL issues have high local, regional,
and national salience (of central importance), an aspect that has increased the ability of
the INEEL CAB to recruit multiple candidates for each available position on the board
and to maintain representatives from throughout the state.

Issues related to disposal of the nuclear waste in i&erim storage at the site have gained
national and state attention as a consequence of the governor’s pressure on DOE for
progress in removing the waste from Idaho. Activist groups opposed to nuclear power
and nuclear weapons and to the receipt of additional radioactive wastes at the site have
focused attention on these issues., A local pro-DOE/Laboratory grassroots organization
has also been established. This has resulted in a limited number of organizations and
individuals, some unaffiliated with DOE or the Laboratory, with extensive knowledge
about the site and its management and regulatory context. The INEEL CAB is the only
citizen-based advisory group chartered by DOE in the local are% although other federal,
state, and local agencies have involved state residents in a variety of advisory boards and
involvement activities.

Board Composition

The INEEL CAB, with 15 citizen members, held its first meeting in May 1994 after a
lengthy design and selection process. A Design Committee (25 volunteers, including the
site regulators) determined that the board should geographic and viewpoint diversity.
The Committee insisted that the DOE administrative link be through the Program Office
in order to tie the board more closely to site decision makers. The Committee then
created a seven-member Selection Panel to choose the initial board members. The
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INEEL CAB now recruits (through advertisements), screens, and selects its own
members, with DOE approval.

The INEEL CAB follows an individual approach in its recruitment and selection process,

overseen by a Member Selection Committee. With the exception of the member
representing the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, who is appointed by the appropriate Tribal
authorities, and the member representing organized labor, members are selected as
individuals, with the recruitment and selection process designed to create aboard with the
mix of perspectives specified by the Design Committee. The recruitment application
emphasizes the importance of the ability to work productively with others. Candidates
themselves identify the categories or perspectives they match. The selection process has
been attentive to the need to maintain diversity and to limit the number of members with
past or present employment or economic links to the site. The board expends
considerable effort recruiting new members and has succeeded in maintaining a strong
pool of candidates and a board with members who do represent the range of perspectives
set out by the Design Committee.

At the time of the site visit in early spring of 1998, the board had broad geographic
representation, with members from throughout the state. Older white males, many of
whom were retired from management positions, were heavily represented on the board.
Almost half the board members were retirees. A local governmental official was a
member of the board, and the board had succeeded in working out a way to have the
viewpoints of the Shoshone-Bannock represented, through a board member selected by
the Tribes. The board members generally indicated that they felt responsible for
reflecting their own viewpoints, as opposed to the viewpoints of a particular constituency
or public. Although the board has members who represent an environmental perspective,
two members who were affiliated with environmental groups opposed to nuclear
activities withdrew from the board in 1996. Although most of those whom we
interviewed agreed that these members simply decided that they could best use their time
and efforts elsewhere, some felt that their withdrawal was also due to a perception that
the board was fimdamentally hostile toward the activist point of view. A number of
members mentioned that the board had a reputation in some quarters of being “in DOE’s
pocket~’ which they generally felt was undeserved. They felt the board was acting to
address this perception.

Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus

The INEEL CAB is chartered to provide informed recommendations and advice to DOE-
Idaho, EPA (Region 10), and the State of Idaho “regarding the ftdl scope of INEEL
issues, including environmental restoration, waste management and economic aspects.”
Although the board’s charter does not cover the &gonne-West (DOE-Chicago) or Naval
Reactors (DOE-Pittsburgh) activities, the board has reviewed material and provided
recommendations concerning these areas.

The INEEL CAB operates with a strong emphasis on thorough analysis of the technical
aspects of the issues it is addressing in order to give itiormed advice. The board’s
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members include a number with strong technical backgrounds and several with extensive
and in-depth knowledge of the site, including current and ex-site employees and

university professors, who play a lead role in the technical analyses. There is general
agreement among board members that the basic goals of the board are to identifi and
understand site problems, analyze priority problems from multiple technical perspectives,
and to find areas of agreement that provide the basis for board advice. Some members
emphasized the importance of bringing public values and issues to DOE, while others
emphasized the importance of helping develop a more informed public. This variability
in characterization of purpose, though not necessarily reflecting a conflict was seen by
some as an indication that a reexamination of the board’s goals and purpose might be
beneficial.

In general, the board members we interviewed reflected a desire to be constructive,
focusing not on finding fault with DOE, but rather on reviewing and offering specific,
technically focused recommendations that provide the citizen’s perspective on site
cleanup issues. Credibility with DOE is important to the board, and credibility with the
public was identified as important by several board members.

The board has agreed to use a consensus process for making recommendations and
reaching most administrative decisions. Some administrative decisions, such as the
nomination of new members, are made by super majority vote, although the facilitator
emphasizes the importance of not making decisions that leave some members angry and
frustrated. Recognizing that most members have not had prior experience with consensus
decision making, the board has had several half-day training sessions to help them
become more comfortable and skilled in this approach. Several members commented
that their experience with consensus decision making has been personally very valuable
and rewarding. In addition, the facilitator consistently models and coaches the members
in the practice and value of consensus seeking.

Internal Process and Functions

A number of fhnctions must be fulfilled for a group of people to work together
effectively, particularly when they are convened especially to represent diverse
perspectives. These include decision-making, agenda building and issues management,
team building, leadership, facilitation, and administrative and technical support.

Agenda Building and issues Management

An agenda that meets the priorities of the members and focuses the work of the board
makes an essential contribution to effectiveness. The INEEL CAB process includes a
request to DOE and the regulators for a prioritized list of their upcoming decisions and
need for advice. Semi-annually this information is provided to the board members prior
to a meeting at which the issues are prioritized. Once issues have been identified as
priorities, they are referred to one of several issues committees, which decides how to
proceed. According to the board’s charter, the chair is responsible for ensuring that
agendas are prepared in a timely fashion and are consistent with the needs of the issue
committee. The chair and support staff prepare a work plan and documents designed to
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facilitate management of the board’s agend~ issues, and schedule. The board chair, vice-
chair, and facilitator work as a team to support the committees and their chairs. Over the
last year, the board has been working out internal issues about roles and responsibilities
relative to the chair and vice-chair, the committee chairs, the committee members, and
the facilitator.

DOE-ID has developed a system for tracking the board’s recommendations and how they
are responded to, but the board has not, although the topic has been discussed and the
chair had maintained a personal tracking system. An analysis conducted by the board to
evaluate the effectiveness of their efforts concluded that many of their recommendations
were not framed in a way that allowed clear demonstration of response. An effort has
been made to learn from this finding in the formulation of board recommendations. A
noteworthy feature of the Idaho CAB is its survey of recipients of board
recommendations. For example, earlier this year, a set of 18 questions was drafted to
gather information on the perspectives of DOE program managers and the ex-officio
members on the relative merits of policy recommendations and detailed/specific
recommendations and the importance of consensus. This issue had been the subject of
considerable board discussion in previous board meetings. Input from the survey
provides valuable feedback to members in helping them be effective as an advisory board
to DOE and its regulators.

The board uses a system of standing committees and issues committees to conduct its
detailed work. Standing committees, designed to include at least three board members,
deal primarily with operational issues such as member selection, public communications,
and procedures. Any stakeholder can be invited to serve on standing committees by the
board chair, who is to pay attention to diversity considerations. Substantive issues are
addressed by issues committees. Members identi~ which committees they want to join,
based primarily on what interests them. Membership is fluid. The committees select
their own chairs, prompted by the board chairperson, if necessary.

Overall, the board members reflect a sense of pride in their achievements and work hard
to meet the goals they have set for themselves and the board. This has required some
creative solutions to the logistics problem, given the dispersed location of the board
members across the entire state. Most committee meetings are conducted by conference
call. Committees tend to meet frequently, and meetings are announced to committee
members by phone, fm, or e-mail.

There has been some discussion about whether the board is focusing so much on
technical matters that policy issues are not receiving the attention they deserve. One
comment about this noted that “the problem with making policy recommendations is that
you don’t see the immediate cost savings you can from specific technical
recommendations .“ However, a number of board members also expressed concern that
they might be spending too much time providing detailed technical review of DOE’s
documents. Others acknowledged that finding the right balance between technical detail
and broader policy discussions was very difficult. It is clear that the board members
pride themselves on becoming well itiormed about the issues on the agenda and give
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considerable thought to how the board can be most effective.

In a recent attempt to deal with this, the board has moved to separate the policy aspects
from the technical aspects of an issue and to focus on reaching consensus agreement on
the policy aspects. The board assigns a committee responsibility for discussing and
addressing the technical details and bringing a recommendation, with explanations, to the
full board, which may or may not attempt to reach consensus on every technical detail.

The board does not have an executive committee, though since the last election the chair
and vice-chair have fi.mctioned as an executive committee. The chair, with the assistance
of the facilitator and support staff, had been participating in all (or almost all) committee
meetings that he felt were crucial to the board’s activities. Recently, the chair and vice
chair have divided up responsibility for the committees, and each interacts with them as
they see necessary. The chair derives objectives for the board meetings from the
activities of the committees: the objectives are reviewed by the vice-chair and the DOE
coordinator. The facilitator then pulls together an agenda influenced by the priorities and
decision schedule.

Leadership

The INEEL CAB has strong technical leadership, provided with extraordinruy energy by
the chair and supported by a number of members with extensive, pertinent academic
training and professional experience. The effectiveness of this technical leadership is
reflected in the pride members take in the quality and soundness of advice produced by
the board and the credibility the board has gained with DOE for its sound and timely
advice on complex technical issues. The chair and other members have built effective
networks that benefit the board’s work and have put in place procedures and obtained and
managed support services that keep the board operating efficiently. Since the election of
officers in May, the chair and vice-chair have been working together to improve the
fimctioning of the whole board, focusing more attention on managing the complex human
interactions of the board, and standing back a bit from some of the technical work. The
facilitation team reinforces these efforts, working effectively during the meetings and
behind the scenes to set a conducive atmosphere for work, build relationships, encourage
members, broker solutions, and develop avenues for progress. However, some aspects of
this leadership fimction, in particular, helping the board establish, and then reaffirm,
board goals and values; balancing the technical/policy focus; and modeling behavior that
places the interests of the board above one’s personal interests need to be provided by
board members.

Because of his strong interest and background, and his high energy, the chair also plays a
prominent role in many of the technical analyses undertaken by the committees, often
providing leadership in the substantive discussions of the board. The particular dynamics
and personal slyles of the board members, which includes a reluctance to raise
interpersonal issues directly with the individuals involved, has resulted in some members
expressing concern about domination of the board’s deliberations by a single viewpoint,
but a reluctance to raise these issues directly. Changes that have occurred in roles and
responsibilities on the board over the past year, along with a conscious effort by the chair
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and the facilitator to address these concerns, appear to have lessened this perceived
problem.

Facilitation

The board has had a number of different facilitators over the course of its history and has
learned the value of a strong, capable facilitator and support team. The current facilitator,

selected by and dedicated fi.dl-time to the board, is rated very highly by those we
interviewed and recognized as a key resource for the board members, who are quick to
acknowledge were inexperienced with consensus decision making before coming on the
board. The CAB’s facilitation team provides the fi.dlrange of services: helping the chair
plan the agendas for the meetings, promoting civility and courtesy, structuring the
discussion to ensure that all viewpoints are presented and heard, making sure that
everyone has an opportunity to speak, drawing out quiet members, and heading off or
mediating conflicts. The facilitator also works behind the scenes to gather Mormation
and build relationships, playing a key role in assuring that issues are identified early,
understood, and addressed. The DOE board coordinator plays an important role in
facilitating communication between DOE and the board, suggesting strategies, and
providing insight. He is credited with helping ensure that the board is well tiormed and
kept up to date about emerging issues.

Team Building

Under the guidance of their facilitator, the board is very diligent about conducting self-
evaluations at the end of every meeting to assess its pefiormance and ident@ problems
so that they can be corrected before they tiect board performance. It has also conducted
several annual self-assessments, including a particularly extensive one in 1996. The
interviews indicate that the board members feel productive. Frustration levels among
members generally seem to be low.

Board members report enjoying their work on the board and their interactions with other
board members. The two-day meetings, involving travel to various locations around the
state are used as opportunities for members (including ex-officios) to get together
informally. Members from the local communily frequently host evening social events for
the board. The board has not conducted retreats, although it has organized training
sessions for members. The Membership Selection Committee has developed a new
member orientation packet, and the facilitator has a set of materials addressing both the
content and process of board activities that she is responsible for communicating to new
members. The facilitator is attentive to the need for team building and helps structure
board meetings and associated activities to promote member interactions and cooperative
relationship building. Several of the technically trained board members are teachers, and
a number of comments were made about the willingness of the technically trained
members to structure discussions and presentations to help the non-technical members
understand the issues the board is addressing.

In addition, there is an attempt to organize a site tour at least once a year to provide
orientation for new members and an opportunity for existing members to see additional
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aspects of the site. The orientation process, which also includes presentations and
discussions with staff and the Membership Committee, typically takes between one and
one and one-half days.

Administrative and Technical Suppoti

Administrative support is provided by the facilitation team and the DOE board
coordinator. The two FTE staff coordinated through the facilitator pefiorm the day-to-
day administrative tasks, oversee and support meeting logistics, maintain board records
and web page, and coordinate various board fimctions such as the committee conference
calls. Additional support is provided by the board coordinator, if necessary.
Collectively, these services ease the burden on board members, especially the board and
committee chairs. They also maintain the board’s mailing list, prepare and distribute the
newsletter, and generally make sure that what needs to be done is done. These services
were much praised and appreciated.

The board has only infrequently sought outside technical support, though some of the
members interviewed indicated that it might be worth considering the value of
independent technical input. One member noted that the committees serve as “technical
advisor” to the rest of the board, and another commented that those with technical
expertise were available and willing to mentor the non-technical members upon request.
There is some confusion about the ability of the board, or the willingness of DOE, to hire
technical consultants, though they do have the ability to pay for speakers.

Process Summary

Board meetings are scheduled for two days every other month at a location that rotates
around the state. At the meeting the researchers observed in May 1998, the skill of the
facilitator and the role assigned to the facilitator in running the meeting resulted in a well
run, civil, and energetic meeting in which all board members were encouraged to
participate, deshable behavior was modeled, and the agenda was completed on time. It
was clear that substantial committee work had proceeded the board meeting. Both
technical and non-technical members participated in the discussion, which involved give
and take in an orderly and respectful manner. Members appeared to have come to the
meeting prepared and ready to work.

Board members demonstrated familiarity with the consensus process, which followed
well-facilitated discussions. The board’s agenda had been well planned, with careful
thought to the timing and structure of potentially tense activities, such as the election of
oflicers. The meeting was designed skillfully to provide structure and tiormation to the
board members in an unobtrusive and respectful way. Prior to the election, the fimction
and responsibilities of the positions up for election were reviewed and discussed, thus
providing an opportunity for board learning. Throughout the meeting, members were
engaged, interacted energetically, civilly, and with good humor. The facilitator was
carefid to check with the board and the chair concerning decisions, for example extending
the amount of time devoted to an agenda item, thus making it clear that she was serving,
not directing, the board. There was a high degree of informal, congenial interaction
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during breaks and lunch. The board has established a clear understanding among the
members that they are not to represent board positions to the public unless the board has
established a consensus position on that topic.

Public Engagement

The board has not developed a clear sense of purpose regarding its efforts to link with the
broader public, although a number of members interviewed noted that this was an
important area that needed more attention. There is growing awareness that board
credibility, in the long term, depends upon credibility with the public and that this will
require some effort on the part of the board. This is seen as a significant challenge, since
most members believe that the public knows little or nothing about the board, and some
express the view that the broader public will not be able to understand the essential
technical aspects of the site problems. At this time, the board’s primary focus is on
providing informed input to DOE (and its regulators) from the variety of perspectives the
board members personally represent: providing a forurn for public opinion and
representing public views, though identified by several as an important fhnction of the
board, has not been a priority.

Outreach and information Gathering

Board members have a general sense that the public is not aware of the board or its
recommendations. A number of board members indicated that before they had applied
for board membership they had been generally unaware of the existence or operation of
the board. Several members commented that the majority of the public was ill-tiormed
about INEEL issues, and some questioned whether there was strong interest on the part of
the public in the site or the board. Some also questioned whether it was appropriate or
feasible for the board to attempt to understand andlor try to reflect public sentiment and
viewpoints, given the fact that the board is drawn horn the entire state. The board has not
conducted any systematic idormation gathering, such as a survey, to determine the
public’s viewpoints and awareness, though various members did report conversations
with the public in their role as board members, in which they attempted to raise
awareness and increase the visibility of the board. The board has started trying to
schedule a luncheon presentation at a local civic organization in association with the
board meetings. During the meeting we attended, such a presentation was made at the
10Cd Rotary club.

The board does have a newsletter and a web site, designed specifically for public
outreach. To facilitate the provision of itiormation about the board to the public, the
facilitator prepares an Annual Report and press releases about board activities and events.

Opportunities for Public Participation in Board Activities

The board has recently made several changes to its procedures for public participation
that have been implemented since observation of the meeting. In part because of past
negative experience with confrontational interactions between the board and members of
the public attending board meetings, board meetings and interaction guidelines had
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previously provided limited opportunities for the public to participate in board activities.
At the time of the site visit, board meetings were not designed to facilitate interaction
with members of the public who might attend: meeting materials were not shared with
the public; comment periods were scheduled at specific times often distant from
presentations or board discussion’s of substantive issues; and the public comment period
was structured formally, more like a public hearing (statements can be made, but they are
not responded to) than a dialogue. Rules governing the public’s interactions with the
board were prominently posted and were framed in a defensive tone.

Since the site visit, the board has included more frequent, fifteen-minute comment
periods that allow public input more closely linked to presentations and to the board’s
discussion of particular topics. The location of the microphone for the public speakers
has been moved from behind to in front of the board, and the chair of the public
communications committee presides over each session. In addition, the board is
discussing how they can use public comment to inform themselves about public
viewpoints.

Because the board has members scattered over a large geographic are% committee
meetings are most frequently conducted through conference calls, which are not publicly
announced. This makes much of the substantive work of the board inaccessible to the
public. Somewhat counteracting this inhospitable message, members of the public
indicated that the facilitator and support staff had been very gracious, helpfid, and
efficient in providing requested information and materials.

DOE and Regulator Engagement

DOE Level of Participation

Board members reported strong, consistent DOE participation inboard activities, with
high-level representation at board meetings and informal access to the site manager and
other key managers on an as-needed basis. It was emphasized that the DOE site manager
voluntarily expanded the scope of the board’s charter to include all aspects of the INEEL
operations, and several members commented that the board had been encouraged to
address those issues and areas that they felt were important. Several board members
emphasized that they had given harsh recommendations to DOE that not only did not
evoke a defensive or aggressive response, but were followed. For example, the board had
advised DOE that the CERCLA proposed plan for WAG1 was unacceptable and needed
to be rewritten. Board members believed that they were making an important
contribution to key site decisions and that their work was highly valued by DOE. DOE
frequently, and in a variety of venues, has expressed appreciation for the board and its
value. The board members believed that they were trusted by DOE, and that they are
gaining access to more itiormation at an earlier stage than had previously been available.
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Empowerment by DOE

DOE has indicated that the value of the board and its advice is enhanced when the board
is seen by the public as independent and credible. As indicated above, the board is
administered through the Program Office rather than Public Affairs in a specific effort to
reidorce the board’s access to DOE decision makers and pertinent information. The
senior DOE-ID manager has made clear his support for the board and his willingness for
the board to address the issues they feel are most important. DOE has assigned st&fto
ensure that the board has the resources it needs to do its job. The facilitation team sees
itselfi and is seen by board members, as serving the board.

DOE Responsiveness

DOE regularly reports at each board meeting, in addition to providing formal written
responses to recommendations and other formal board requests. DOE has made a
commitment to respond to advice from the board within 30 days whenever possible. As
part of this discussion, DOE has instituted a formal tracking system. The board has made
an effort to ask DOE how it can provide advice that is most useful.

Role of the Regulators

Both the FFA/CO and the “Governor’s Agreement” structure and speci~ the role of the
regulators. The INEEL Oversight Program Director was involved in the Design
Committee for the board. Some board members were unclear about the board’s status
relative to the regulators. Some believed that the board was not formally authorized to
advise the regulators but that it sends them copies of their advice, for their Mormation.
The State regulators view the board as being chartered and funded by DOE to give advice
to DOE; it is not an advisor to the regulators, although they say that they take board input
into account along with other input they receive from the State’s citizens. Similarly, the
State’s role is not to ask the board to give recommendations on a specific topic, but to
indicate State priorities and the timefiarne during which input is appropriate.

The EPA staff responsible for INEEL are located in Seattle (Region 10), and
consequently have some distance to travel to attend board meetings. In the pasL the
board had criticized EPA for poor attendance. However, this problem has been solved,
and a number of board members indicated that EPA had been more willing than the state
to provide information to the board. Discussions with board members indicates that the
board has avenues of communication with state and EPA ex-officio members that enable
them to follow up on board issues.

Issues and Observations

Issues Raised by Members Concerning the INEEL CAB

+ In general, the INEEL CAB members seemed quite satisfied with the board and
their participation on it.
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Concern was expressed that the chair is too involved in every aspect of board
activities, exerting a disproportionate influence on the board’s agend~ approach,
and recommendations. At the same time, respect and appreciation for the
technical expertise and amount of work contributed by the chair was also
expressed.

Several board members commented that the board has acquired a reputation of
being “in DOE’s pocket.” Though undeserved, they emphasized that the board
needs to ensure that it is taking the actions needed to establish its independence
and gain public credibility, which is seen essential for the board to maximize its
value to DOE.

There was a widely held belief that the board is not well known in the broader
community and does not have a clear strategy for cormnunicating with the public
or raising its visibility.

Board members noted that the board is not representative of the public: members
are considerably better educated, as well as better tiorrned and ‘moreinterested in
INEEL than the broader public. There is currently no clear concept or mechanism
for the board to ensure that it understands the perspectives of this broader public,
and it is not possible for individual board members to represent the viewpoints of
everyone in the state.

Researchers’ Assessment of Primary Accomplishments and Challenges
Facing the INEEL CAB

Accomplishments

The board has developed a number of mechanisms to build Wormal relationships
among board members. This, combined with the unceasing efforts of the
facilitator, have led to a board with good relationships among members.

The board has made a deliberate and consistent effort to learn and apply the
concept of consensus decision making, obtaining training and contracting with a
facilitator who models and coaches the board in this. The board recognizes that
this approach does not come naturally to members.

The board makes a special effort to conduct evaluations that will help improve its
performance. Evaluations include self-evaluations conducted as part of each
meeting; analysis of recommendations; and a survey of recipients’ opinions of
past recommendations.

The board has built a good and constructive relationship with DOE-ID and has
provided a substantial number of consensus recommendations to DOE and the
regulators.
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Challenges

+ The board has a very high proportion of whites (consistent with the state
population, which is 96’XOwhite), and a predominance of retirees and white males.
Although this composition has allowed the board to focus a large amount of time
and effort on site issues rather than being required to spend a lot of time learning
how to communicate and work with one another, it may be inconsistent with the
guidelines for diversity and limit the board’s ability to address issues from
multiple perspectives.

+ The strong personality, extraordinary familiarity with the site, interest, high

energy, time availability, and technical orientation of the chair can dominate the
board unless balanced by equally strong, committed members. The chair, vice-
chair, the board, and the facilitator are working to achieve this balance.

+ The board’s natural orientation is to challenge the technical aspects of DOE (or
regulator) decisions but to accept the underlying management structure, problem
deftition, decision hmework, and decision criteria. This can make it difficult
for the board to engage those who feel it is important to challenge these aspects of
the situation.
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NEVADA TEST SITE
COMMUNITY ADVISORY BOARD

Introduction

This report details the results from the Nevada portion of a U.S. Department of Energy
study that was initiated to understand factors contributing to the effectiveness of the DOE
local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) and to provide information uselid for the
boards and DOE in their continuing efforts at improvement. The Overview report that
accompanies the individual site reports discusses findings across nine DOE sites and
provides background on the goals, methodology, and rationale for the framework used in
the study. It also serves as a template for the findings presented in this site report.

The report for the Nevada Test Site Community Advisory Board (NTSCAB or Nevada
CAB) is thus structured according to the six factors that were found to be important in
assessing local SSAB effectiveness. As emphasized in the Overview, the study was
designed to assist DOE and the boards in assessing how well the boards were fi.dfilling
DOE’s basic purpose in establishing the boards, and to provide information that would be
useful to DOE and the boards in achieving this purpose. Specifically, DOE established
the boards to obtain independent, consensus policy advice and recommendations that
drew on the range of local and regional stakeholder perspectives. The underlying
rationale was that advice that reflected agreement among very different viewpoints would
also be more likely to be acceptable to nearby communities and thus would provide a
firm basis for developing policies that were not only technically sound but also could be
implemented. Accordingly, the focus of the study was on board processes that enhanced
the boards’ ability to provide independent, broadly based policy advice, rather than on the
recommendations per se.

This report describes the Nevada CAB as it was operating at the time of the researchers’
visit in July 1998. The description is provided in terms of the six factors found to
contribute to board effectiveness (community conte~, board composition; purpose, goals,
and commitment to consensus; internal processes and fimctions; public engagement; and
DOE and regulator engagement). It begins by highlighting key features of the site
context that pose particular challenges to the CAB. The two subsequent sections discuss
the board’s composition, including diversity of vie~oints represented on the board, and
the board’s sense of purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus. The next section
examines the board’s internal processes and functions, including how board members
accomplish agenda building, issues management, and team building; how facilitation,
brokering, and leadership roles are taken and performed; and how administrative and
technical support is provided. The following section, on public engagement details the
board’s effectiveness in providing opportunities for public participation and in outreach
and itiormation gathering. The next section discusses the relationship between the board
and DOE, and between the board and site regulators. The fixxdsection lists important
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issues members identified and provides the researchers’ assessment of the
accomplishments and challenges facing the CAB.

As emphasized in the Overview, the purpose of this study is to provide an outsider’s
perspective, based on a review of boards across the DOE complex, and to encourage the
boards to reflect on their own strengths and weaknesses and learn from one another’s
accomplishments and challenges.

Community Context

The Nevada Test Site (NTS) is located in an isolated area in Nye County, approximately
two hours by road from Las Vegas. Nye County is large and sparsely populated. The
only communities within an hour’s drive of the NTS are Amargosa Valley (1990
population: 761), Beatty (1990 population: 1,623), and Pahrump (1990 population:
23,425, currently estimated to be 25,000). The DOE Nevada Operations Office,
contractor offices, and the CAB office, are all located in Las Vegas, in Clark County
(1990 population: 741,459, currently estimated to be 1.2 million). The CAB deals

primarily with DOE and contractor personnel from Las Vegas, and the majority of CAB
meetings take place there.

Several aspects of the NTS context pose a challenge for the CAB:

+ The scope and agenda of the CAB are restricted to cleanup issues at the NTS,
despite the existence of other, overlapping issues of high salience (i.e., central
importance), such as the proposed high level radioactive waste repository at
Yucca Mountain, that influence board operations.

+ The secret nature of activities at the NTS has limited community access to
itiormation about the site and provided little opportunity for the community to
build a foundation for collaborative problem-solving with DOE.

+ Supportive regulatory relationships are lacking.

+ The long distances between communities and the wide dispersal of the population
make communication among CAB members difficult and time consuming.

Although the work of the CAB is limited to NTS cleanup, other DOE activities on or
adjacent to the site affect the CAB and its ability to operate effectively. Agreement on
scope and agenda is made more difiicuh by the competition these other activities create
for the attention and resources of both DOE and the public. The fact that the site’s
mission-related activities are controversial at the national level further complicates the
challenge facing the board. DOE activities at the NTS, which has played a central role in
the weapons program, have formerly been the target of highly visible opposition by anti-
nuclear, peace activists. While controversy over the NTS has diminished with reductions
in weapons activity, sustained controversy and state opposition to the proposed Yucca
Mountain repository overshadow issues related solely to NTS cleanup activities.
Although some of the larger policy issues related to cleanup of the DOE complex (e.g.,
transportation of low-level waste to be disposed on site) and remediation of the NTS
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(potential groundwater impacts) overlap, they are likely to be managed by separate DOE
ofilces only one of which (the Nevada Operations OffIce of Environmental Management
division) the CAB advises.

The salience of NTS cleanup activities to the local population varies by jurisdiction. In
Nye County, the economic salience of all DOE activities is high – increases or decreases
in employment opportunities (at the NTS or potentially at the repository) are a serious
concern for residents. In addition, potential groundwater impacts are a concern for the
local communities. In Las Vegas, the size of the city and the dominance of tourism and
gaming lessen any potential impact on the economy from DOE employmen~ however,
the potential impact of transportation concerns on tourism and gaming have long had
high political salience. Other than transportation, the cleanup mission is not a central
concern in Las Vegas and Clark county where tourism issues, water availability, and the
impacts of rapid area growth dominate the agenda.

Previous DOE/local community interactions have provided little positive experience in
collaborative problem solving. These interactions have been strongly influenced by the
secrecy surrounding NTS activities and by citizen opposition to the repository both at the
state level and in Las Vegas. While the CAB provides an important opportimity for
individual and community learning, the learning process has started later than at some
other sites where a foundation of citizen organization and interaction has already been
laid. The difficulties imposed by the local physical and political geography add to the
challenge.

The small, widely dispersal population of the rural counties closest to and most impacted
by site activities is numerically and politically dominated by the large, metropolitan
population of Las Vegas. The small population and large distances between the more
impacted rural communities, combined with the location of DOE and contractor offices
in Las Vegas, have led to a Las Vegas orientation in CAB membership and activities.
Meetings are seldom held in the rural communities, requiring the most directly affected
public and CAB members to drive long distances to participate.

Relationships with the regulators, which are a source of support and positive influence at

some sites, provide limited assistance for the Nevada CAB. EPA is not included as an
ex-officio member of the board. The NTS, which is not a CERCLA site, does not fall
within the EPA’s jurisdictio~ although the State has been delegated responsibility under
the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order and participates instead of EPA.
Meanwhile, longstanding state opposition to the Yucca Mountain repository tends to spill
over onto state-DOE relationships in working with the CAB.

Board Composition

The board, which had 18 members at the time of the site visit, was formed in 1993 by
DOE after consultation with a working group of interested citizens and representatives
from local governments, Indian Tribes, the university system, and others. Members were
recruited through a mix of the individual and organizational approaches. A list of
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nominees was forwarded to the State of Nevada Division of Environmental Protection for
review. The State’s recommendations were submitted to DOE for final approval.
Members are now recruited, screened, and selected by the board, on the recommendation
of the Diversification Committee.

Board membership, as constituted in the summer of 1998, provided a sound foundation
for the expression of diverse views. The board included a broad cross-section of
viewpoints, with local government and activist environmental group participation. Site
and ex-site workers participated but did not dominate the group. The board was broadly
representative of the area’s demographic diversity, although with a Las Vegas orientation
and lacking Tribal representation. The majority of members were fi-omLas Vegas; five
members came from Nye, Lincoln and Esmeralda Counties. Tribal representatives have
declined to participate, although the board does take the initiative in maintaining
communication with the Tribes. At the time of the site visit, the chair was born Pahrump
in Nye County; since then a new chair from Las Vegas has been elected. The low
proportion of members from the rural counties most al%ectedby NTS cleanup was an
issue for some members.

The board does follow guidelines in recruiting members. Although members emphasized
their individual orientation (i.e., they believe that they should speak for themselves and
not for members of the category from which they were recruited), the categories are
broadly applied and pmticular organizations maybe used as selection categories. Several
members noted that the board had difficulty recruiting members, especially from the rural
areas. Difficulty recruiting rural members was attributed to the long drive required for
meeting attendance; difilcuhy recruiting Las Vegas and Clark County residents was
attributed to the low salience of NTS cleanup compared with the other problems faced by
the rapidly growing area.

Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus

Although some members expressed fi-ustration that the CAB was not mandated to address
high level waste or nuclear testing issues, and others focused on technical goals, many of
the board members emphasized the need for policy input to DOE. For many, the primary
goal of the CAB is to provide the public’s perspective on environmental cleanup and
related issues, such as low-level waste disposal and transportation. The board was
characterized as “a mediator between DOE and the public” and “a surrogate” for the
public. Several members also pointed to the need for an oversight role “to keep DOE
honest,” in view of DOE’s self-regulation.

Members spoke with pride of the pioneering role they had played in promoting inter-
SSAB discussion of issues that required complex-wide agreement. They emphasized
their recent hosting of a low-level waste seminar for all site boards as a pticular
achievement. This seminar set a precedent for the SSABS to tackle intersite issues.

However, this sense of achievement was moderated by concern about the board’s lack of
focus and direction. Overall, a sense of shared purpose and board identity did not appear
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to be well-developed, and members did not emphasize the importance of searching for
areas of agreement. The board does not use a consensus approach to conducting
meetings and making decisions; majority voting is used for decisions on
recommendations and advice to DOE.

Several members pointed to the difficulty of agreeing on scope and agenda and limiting
discussion just to NTS issues when discussing problems that were linked to broader
DOE-wide site issues, In addition to transportation, for example, a particular concern

was expressed about the lack of a comprehensive DOE approach to groundwater studies
and the compartmentalization into separate Yucca Mountain and NTS groundwater
models.

Internal Process and Functions

Our study of board processes across the complex highlights the importance of providing
for the fi.mctionsthat, in combination with diversity on the board, contribute to effective
discourse. These fimctions include agenda-building and issues management, leadership,
facilitation, team building, and administrative and technical support. As described below,
problems with provision of some of these functions limited the CAB’s ability to reach its
full potential.

Agenda Building and Issues Management

The technical advisor plays a strong role in issue identification and management for the
Nevada CAB. Agenda setting is initiated during workshops for members, which are held
twice a year. Issues are prioritized by members and developed into an Wormal work
plan. DOE provides a list of its priorities and participates in the workshop but not in the
prioritization process. The state regulator does not participate. Issues are assigned to
committees for more detailed review, with the committee chair responsible for issue
management, including bringing the issue to the board for approval. Members reported
that the majority of the board’s work is done in committee and that there is usually little
additional discussion when recommendations are brought to.the whole board. Committee
structure and membership is fluid and members, plus non-members, may attend. Few
non-members attend committee meetings, which are announced only at board meetings
and do not appear to be widely advertised.

A major concern expressed by ahnost all SSAB members was their diffictity maintaining
focus on key issues and their sense of issue overload. They frequently pointed out that
these were volunteer boards whose members could not be expected to devote full time to
board issues. The difflcukies were compounded at Nevad~ where their Administrative
Committee (originally envisaged as an Executive Committee to provide direction)
evolved into a general meeting open to all and serving as an overflow meeting for items
not covered in board meetings. At the time of the site visit, the board was discussing the
issue of the Administrative Committee’s function and the possibility of changing the
schedule of board meetings to address the problem of issue overload. The problem of
issue overload is common to many boards, who have addressed it in a variety of ways –
by explicitly agreeing on how priority issues will be establish@ by adhering to a formal
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work plan, once an initial list has been established, with prior agreement on how new
issues will be approved; by referring back to a set of previously established values and
principles to guide their work; or by the chair, supported by an Executive Committee and
reinforced by extensive, informal networking and a clear sense of direction.

Leadership

Observations during the site visit indicated that the roles and responsibilities of the chair,
committee chairs, and administrative committee were not clearly defined and assigned.
Because of the blurring of the fi.mctionsof the administrative committee, the chair did not
appear to have an executive committee to support him in his tasks. This lack of clarity in
roles and responsibilities was reflected in an apparent lack of overall board strategy and
meeting management. There seemed to be clear agreement that the chair was responsible
for external coordination fimctions; however, other expectations were not explicitly
spelled out. This made it difficult for the chair to delegate tasks effectively and difficult
for board members to identi~ how to participate effectively. It has also made it difficult
for the technical advisor to focus on his primary responsibility.

Facilitation

Allocation of responsibility for meeting facilitation was shared between a recently
appointed facilitator and the technical advisor. Overall, facilitation was problematic.
The meeting was not kept to schedule and was variable in level and approach. As a
result, discussion and exchange among members was constrained rather than facilitated.
As discussed below, DOE recognized the need to make changes in facilitation
responsibilities as part of an overall approach to providing improved administrative and
technical support.

The broker role was played primarily by the technical advisor, who interacts extensively
with members and DOE, particularly on technical issues. The chair and other board
members also played behind-the-scenes coordination roles.

Team Building

The long distance separating members poses a challenge to the Nevada CAB in initiating
team-building exercises, which can help both in establishing and maintaining a shared
sense of purpose and board identity. Opportunities for informal social interaction are
limited by the short meeting time and the meeting location, which does not facilitate
informal interaction. New members are provided a handbook and operating procedures.
Twice a year, workshops are held to discuss the work plan. However, other activities
such as retreats or training on the purpose, meaning, and methods of consensus decision
making have not been conducted. The board also does not use a self-evaluation process,
either as part of the meeting discussion or at time set aside for reflection on progress and
problems. To enhance members’ communication capabilities, DOE earlier provided
laptop computers; however, problems with server and internet access and obtaining
service have limited their utility for rural area members for whom it is most needed.
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Administrative and Technical Suppoti

Support functions are provided by the technical support services contractor, located near
the DOE office. DOE also has a contract with a technical advisor through the University
of Nevad~ Las Vegas – this person is located in the university rather than at the site. At
the time of the site visit, DOE was evaluating how to restructure and provide additional
support to the CAB. Since then, several changes have been made: anew facilitator has
been hired and anew position has been created to provide executive/atistrative
support and Ilee the technical advisor to focus on technical support to the board.

The support services staff personnel pefiorm day-to-day administrative tasks. These
include providing staff support, overseeing meeting logistics and minutes, and keeping
the board’s records. The primary administrative services support person, who had been
appointed, several months before the site visit, was widely praised for the good quality of
her support.

At the time of the site visit, the technical advisor filled several functions for the board. In
the role for which he was originally hired, he reviewed technical documents; identified
new issues and monitored on-going issues; prepared and distilled tiormation for non-
technical members; identified needed presentations for the board and helped DOE staff
with their preparation; explained and answered members’ questions; and mentored new
members. Almost without exception, members spoke highly of the technical assistance
he had provided. They praised, in particular, his help in keeping them abreast of key
issues and providing assistance to non-technical members that enabled them to contribute
more effectively to substantive discussions.

Over time, the technical advisor’s role had expanded to include additional fimctions that
were not otherwise explicitly provided for by the board. For example, until very recently,
the technical advisor had sole responsibility for facilitating the board meeting (although
his role had been reduced, he continued to be responsible for the larger proportion of the
meeting). More particularly, he had also stepped in to perform a variety of executive
fictions, the responsibility for which had been left undefined. Similarly undefined was
the distinction between staff and board member roles. These issues had resulted in work
overload for the advisor and contributed to members’ concerns overboard direction and
focus.

Process Summary

The effectiveness of discourse among members appeared to have been constrained by
problems that had arisen in providing for essential board fhnctions. Both the chair and
the technical advisor expressed titration with the situation. This raised the question
whether increased administrative and facilitation support accompanied by clarification of
leadership, members, and support staff roles would be helpful.

Board meetings are scheduled for one evening per month for approximately four hours.
Observation of the board meeting, which permitted only a one-shot view of board
processes, showed that interactions were civil and respectfid; however, observation of
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board discussion was limited by the high proportion of time taken up with presentation,
which ran beyond schedule. Several members expressed concern that active participation
inboard activities is limited to five or six core members, and that it is difficult to
maintain interest and attendance for the entire meeting. One member also complained
about the amount of meeting time spent on “mundane things” instead of substantive
discussion.

Public Engagement

Consistent with their views that the CAB’s goal is to act as a mediator between DOE and
the public, a substantial proportion of board members interviewed for this study
expressed a strong sense of their responsibility to the public. They envisaged their role as
one of providing a forum for public input and of representing the public’s views to DOE.
Anew chair, who has experience in radio communication, had been selected for the
Public Outreach Committee and was planning to expand its activities.

Outreach and Information Gathering

The extent of seeking input and reporting back to civic organizations by members is
variable, depending both on the individual and whether he or she has a discrete group
with which to interact. A public outreach committee is responsible for outreach planning
and implementation. At the time of the site visit, the newly appointed committee chair
was developing plans for expanding outreach activities. Outreach activities included:

+ Advertisements of monthly meetings in local newspapers

+ Mailing list

+ Website

+ The CAB Advisor, a one or two-page handout inserted in the EM Update, which is
published quarterly.

The CAB does not publish an Annual Report. To date, there has been no Mormation
gathering about public views.

Opportunities for Public Participation in Board Activities

The meeting was held in the auditorium of the DOE Nevada Operations Office.
Information was readily available for public attendees and opportunities provided for
comment and board response throughout the meeting. Committee meetings (which were
not observed) are open to the public; however, these meetings are not advertised except at
the monthly board meeting.

Several members expressed concern that holding meetings in the DOE site office
discourages public attendance and raised the possibility of meeting in other Las Vegas
locations had been examined but not followed up. Others pointed out, however, that
public attendance had not been greater when the CAB had met at other locations (hotel,
cotierence center, several high schools) and that reduced cost and consistency of meeting
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location were advantages. A number of members emphasized the need to systematically
rotate meetings among rural areas, where members of the public closest to the site had
shown interest in NTS issues.

DOE and Regulator Engagement

DOE managers expressed strong appreciation for the value of the board in providing a
public perspective. The CAB is DOE’s main mechanism for pulsing the public. DOE
indicated that the itiorrnal discussions, as well as the formal meetings, provide usefid
feedback and help DOE prioritize and.focus its other involvement efforts where they are
most needed. Several members expressed concern about the board’s effectiveness and
gave more hesitant views of their value to DOE.

DOE Level of Participation

The Assistant Manager for Environmental Management is responsible for the board and
attends board meetings. His attendance has been consistent, and he plays an active role
in the meetings – at the meeting observed during the site visit, he made the initial
introductions and actively participated in discussions. Technical staff, especially those
who are involved in issues of importance to the board, are expected to attend board
meetings. DOE and contractor staff also attend committee meetings.

Empowerment by DOE

A number of members who were interviewed expressed concern about their over-
dependence on DOE. Particular issues of concern were the DOE meeting location and
their board’s limited role in staff hiring decisions and responsibility for the CAB budget.
Several members complained that they had not been involved upfront in decisions to
restructure the administrative and support functions of the board, including technical
support and facilitation.

DOE Responsiveness

DOE responds to board recommendations in writing. No tracking system is maintained
by the board or DOE. Some members expressed concern about the extent of DOE’s
responsiveness, in particular the limitations on the local DOE office’s ability to respond
to the broad nature of issues that are important to the local communities beyond Las
Vegas.

Role of the Regulators

EPA does not have jurisdiction over NTS and does not participate as an ex-officio
member. Relationships between DOE and the State regulator are influenced politically
by Yucca Mountain activities. State engagement in CAB activities appears to be low.

Cleanup activities are governed by an Interagency Agreement between DOE/NV and the
State of EPA. The CAB provides advice to DOE and the State. However,

NevadaTestSite 9 February1999



recommendations appear to be provided primarily to DOE. The State regulator did not
attend the August meeting that was observed. According to members interviewed for the
study, the State regulator participates in the board discussions but often leaves early.

Issues and Observations

Issues Raised by Members Concerning the Nevada CAB

The major issue of concern, expressed almost unanimously by interviewees, was
the board’s lack of focus and direction.

Many members also expressed concern about the extent and effectiveness of the
board’s interaction with the public, which for many members was viewed as an
important part of the board’s role. Of particular concern was the need to increase
interaction with rural communities ai%ectedby the site.

An additional common issue was the constraint on the board’s scope and agenda.
Members emphasized the problem of DOE’s “compartmentalization” of issues
such as groundwater impacts and transportation and the dil%cuky of limiting
discussion to NTS issues when these were linked to broader, DOE-wide site
issues.

Several members expressed concern about the lack of board empowerment.

Communication difficulties, including problems with intemet access (server and
service) were frequently mentioned.

Researchers’ Assessment of Primary Accomplishments and Challenges
Facing the Nevada CAB

Accomplishments

+ The CAB is providing a prototype for community dialogue and a valuable
opportunity for personal, agency, and conmmni~ learning in the face of difficult
challenges in terms of context (mission and scope, as well as prior civic
experience in collaborative problem solving).

+ The board includes members fi-om a range of perspectives and emphasizes policy
issues.

+ Members displayed a strong sense of responsibility to the public. An enthusiastic
chair had been appointed to the outreach committee shortly before the site visit.

+ The Nevada board has played a key role in promoting and setting a precedent for
inter-SSAB discussions.
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Challenges

+ Several problems in fidfilling board fimctions were apparent at the time of the site
visit. (A number of changes to hddress these problems have since been
instituted):

– Meeting facilitation was problematic.

– A lack of clarity was evident concerning roles and responsibilities of the
leadership (chair, administrative committee, committee chairs) and of support
staff.

– The role of staff vs. support staff was a key issue that needed to be addressed.

– Plans for increased administrative support needed to be accompanied by
clarification of leadership, members, and support staff roles. Involvement of
board members in such clarification was also needed.

+ The CAB faces particular constraints related to scope and agenda that are
organizationally and politically dficult, if not impossible, for the Assistant
Manager for Environmental Management to address.

+ The CAB also faces particular difficulties in terms of population dispersal and
distance; communication is a more difficult problem than at most sites because of
limitations with computer access.
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Introduction

This report details the results from the Los Akunos portion of a U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) study that was initiated to understand factors contributing to the
effectiveness of the DOE local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) and to provide
information usefid for the boards and DOE in their continuing efforts at improvement.
The Overview report that accompanies the individual site reports discusses findings
across nine DOE sites and provides background on the goals, methodology, and rationale
for the framework used in the study. It also serves as a template for the findings
presented in this site report.

The report for the Northern New Mexico Citizens’ Advisory Board (CAB) is thus
structured according to the six factors that were found to be important in assessing local
SSAB effectiveness. As emphasized in the Overview, the study was designed to assist
DOE and the boards in assessing how well the boards were fi.dfilling DOE’s basic
purpose in establishing the boards, and to provide information that would be usefid to
DOE and the boards in achieving this purpose. Specifically, DOE established the boards
to obtain independent, consensus, policy advice and recommendations that drew on the
range of local and regional stakeholder perspectives. The underlying rationale was that
advice that reflected agreement among very different viewpoints would also be more
likely to be acceptable to nearby communities and thus would provide a firm basis for
developing policies that were not only technically sound but also could be implemented.
Accordingly, the focus of the study was on board processes that enhanced the boards’
ability to provide independent, broadly based policy advice, rather than on the
recommendations per se.

This report describes the Northern New Mexico CAB as it was operating at the time of
the researchers’ visits in October and December 1998. The description is provided in
terms of the six factors found to contribute to board effectiveness (community context;
board composition; purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus; internal processes and
functions; public engagement; and DOE and regulator engagement). It begins by
highlighting key features of the site context that pose particular challenges facing the
CAB. The two subsequent sections discuss the board’s composition, including diversity
of viewpoints represented on the board, and the board’s sense of purpose, goals, and
commitment to consensus. The next section examines the board’s internal processes and
functions, includhg how board members accomplish agenda building, issues
management, and team building; how leadership, facilitation, and brokering roles are
taken and pefiormed and how administrative and technical support is provided. The
following section, on public engagement details the board’s effectiveness in providing
opportunities for public participation and in outreach and information gathering. The
next section discusses the relationship between the board and DOE, and between the
board and site regulators. The final section lists issues that members raised in their
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discussions and provides the researchers’ assessment of the accomplishments and
challenges facing the CAB.

As emphasized in the Overview, the purpose of this study is to provide an outsider’s
perspective, based on a review of boards across the complex, and to encourage the boards
to reflect on their own strengths and weaknesses and learn from one another’s
experiences.

Community Context

The Los Ahunos National Laboratory (LANL) is managed by the Universi~ of California
under a management and operations contract for the DOE Los Alamos Area Office,
Albuquerque Operations Office. The LANL is located in Northern New Mexico, 90
miles north-northeast of Albuquerque, 35 miles northwest of the city of Santa Fe, and 20
miles southwest of Espanola in Rio Arriba County. It covers an area of almost 28,000
acres or approximately 43 square miles, of which 86’%lies within Los Alamos County
and 14 percent within Santa Fe County. The closest population centers are the
communities of Los Alamos (a 1990 population of approximately 12,000) and White
Rock (a 1990 population of approximately 8,000). Santa Fe, which is further from the
site, is the closest large population center.

LANL was first established as Manhattan Project Y to design, develop, and test nuclear
weapons in World War II. Its missions have expanded beyond national security, and it is
now a multidisciplinary, multipurpose institution engaged in theoretical and experimental
research related to all four of DOE’s missions (national security, energy resources,
environmental quality, and science). LANL has played and continues to play a major
role in national security and in the regional and State economy; currently, approximately
9,200 full-time contract staff and 68 Federal employees work at the site. Defense
program fimding provides over two-thirds of major DOE funding, and the Office of
Defense Programs (DP) is the LANL site landlord. Because of its national security
mission, LANL is actively involved in research and development related to weapons
production and stockpile and nuclear materials stewardship and management. This
mission dominates other LANL activities, including the Environmental Management
Program, which the CAB is authorized to advise – requested Fiscal Year 1999 fimding
for the latter program was approximately $78 million or 6% of the LANL budget
compared with $893 million or 71.5% for Defense Programs. 1

Nearby jurisdictions tiected by laboratory operations include six counties (Los Alamos,
Mor~ Rio Arrib~ San Miguel, Sandoval, and Santa Fe) and ten Pueblos (Cochiti, Jemez,
Nambe, Picuris, Pojoaque, San Ildefonso, Santa Clar~ San Juan, Taos, and Tesuque).
The population in the six-county area is diverse, comprising approximately 60% white,
7% American Indians, and 40% of Hispanic origin. African American comprise less than
1% of the population. Income and education levels vary widely. LANL and its activities

‘Los Alamos National Laborato~ Site ProjZe, U.S.DepartmentofEnergy,OfficeofOversightSafety,and
Health,June1998.
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were initially surrounded in secrecy, and the newly created scientific community
developed in isolation from the rich Pueblo and Spanish heritage of the surrounding area.

Several of the persons whom were interviewed pointed to the ambivalence with which
local persons view the LANL and their economic dependence on its continued activities.
The legacy of secrecy, the transfer of privately owned land to create the laboratory, and
the differences in cultures continue to a&ect relationships between the DOE/LANL, and
nearby communities. Carlos Vasquez, principal investigator for the project Impact Los
Alamos, describes the contrast between “the country’s most advanced scientific and
technological culture and traditional village cultures” as follows:

The fifth largest state in the union mew Mexico] is also among the poorest. The
Peace Corps once used Chama and Taos in northern New Mexico to train recruits
headed for the Third World because these towns most resembled the structural
poverty trainees would encounter in their destined place of service. Santa Fe, on
the other hand, has one of the highest concentrations of conspicuous wealth in the
world and has become a playground for the rich and famous. New Mexico has
one of the poorest educational systems in the world, yet its smallest county, Los
Alamos, offers its youngsters one of the best educations available in the United
States and boasts one of the highest concentrations of Ph.D.s in the world.2

The CAB faced a variety of challenges in terms of a complex web of contextual factors
that this study has shown generally to influence development of a local SSAB. These
factors include site mission, salience of the issues, diversity, and previous civic
engagement. Specific factors that contributed to the difficulty at Los Alamos included
the site’s mission and associated national, regional, and local opposition to specific
policies such as weapons production and continuing waste-generating activities;
longstanding distrust and ambivalence about the economic dominance and technical
expertise of LANL; equity concerns, both generally and specifically as they relate to
hiring and ftig; stiety and management concerns; and negotiation over land transfers
from DOE to Los Alarnos CounV and San Ildefonso Pueblo under legislation passed in
1997.

On the positive side, in terms of the establishment of an effective board, issues related to
environmental management are of growing salience to the local communities in Northern
New Mexico. Of particular concern are issues related to management of legacy wastes,
contamination of groundwater, and contamination of the aquifer. Reaching agreement on
the scope of inquiry required to understand and address these environmental issues,
however, has proved difficult, and, as at other sites with continuing missions and highly
salient issues related to weapons production and stewardship, there has been strong
competition and controversy over the definition of environment and stiety and about the
fundamental purpose and scope of the board. The fact that these mission-related issues

“ImpactLosAlamos:TraditionalNewMexicoina HighTechWorl&OverviewofaProjectand
Symposi~”NewMwicoHistoricalReview,Volume72,January1997.
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are highly controversial at the national level further complicates the challenge facing the
board.

A particular problem at Los Alamos has been reaching agreement on the agenda and
scope of the board’s activities, both among board members and between the board and
DOE/LANL. When the board was first formed in 1995, multiple issues of concern to the
community spilled over into board discussions of environmental issues and, in the
absence of alternative forums, the board became a primary mechanism for expression of
these various concerns. In part, the issues were related directly to the site’s defense
missio~ in part, they were related to broader community concerns about DOE and LANL
operations; and in part, they were reflections of community concerns about social and
economic conditions. This placed a heavy load on the board – a load for which citizens,
DOE, and LANL management were unprepared. As one person whom was interviewed
noted, “This was the first real public involvement opportunity at the Los Alamos
Laboratory and everyone tried to get through the door at once with their community
concerns.”

To narrow and obtain agreement on the scope and focus of the board’s work required a
two-step process of first forging agreement among the very diverse interests on the board
and subsequently coming to agreement with DOE. Yet little foundation had been laid for
collaborative problem solving among the various interests in the community and there
was also limited experience among DOE and LANL personnel about the methods of
public involvement. In particular, there was little DOE and LANL experience with ways
of interacting effectively with stakeholders and assisting the board in developing
effective operational processes and procedures.

Board Composition

Initial formation of the CAB occurred over a period of over two years, beginning with a
stakeholders’ group in May 1993. The board then operated from 1995-1997 before being
restructured. The reconstituted board began meeting informally in October 1997 and
resumed regular, public meetings in 1998. Interviews with current and former members
and staff indicated conflicting interpretations of events that occurred in the first two years
of operation.

Community interest, expressed in a meeting of31 public interest groups in 1993, led to
creation of a Formation Committee that was established by DOE as an independent group
to recommend members of a Citizens’ Advisory Board. The committee drafted a mission
statement, operating procedures, and other documents that were distributed for public
comment and undertook a recruitment process to identifi and recommend for DOE
approval 12-17 members representing community viewpoints. Methods included
mailings to over 2,000 interested citizens; newspaper, radio and television
announcements; meetings with interested groups and Tribal and governmental officials;
and broadly advertised public meetings in several locations.
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Comments from the public emphasized the need for:

+ Fair representation of the diverse community

+ Board accountability to the public

+ DOE and LANL commitment to consider and respond to all public comments and
recommendations

+ Autonomy of the board

+ Long-term commitment by DOE to fi.mdthe board

+ Avoidance of conflict of interest.

The proposed slate of members was approved by DOE in May 1995. The board held its
first meeting in September of that year and met regularly until August 1997.

The CAB, like other local SSABS across the DOE complex, experienced a variety of
developmental difficulties in establishing effective dialogue among members, DOE, and
the community. The difficulties encountered by the initial Northern New Mexico
Citizens’ Advisory Board were not easily resolved.

In 1997, the Secretary of Energy decided to terminate the service of members whose two-
year terms of office were expiring in 1997. Amid considerable controversy, meetings
were discontinued pending selection of replacement board members. DOE assumed
responsibility for this process. To solicit nominations for the eight replacement members
needed to bring the board back to fidl strength, DOEIHQ held meetings with, and
distributed letters to, representatives of local governments, local Tribal governments, and
area organizations. The Los Alamos Area OffIce then selected replacement members on
the basis of(1) demonstrated interest in environmental management issues; (2)
demonstrated ability to work in a team setting; (3) interest in LANL environmental
issues; and (4) a history of community service. DOE also indicated that the Area Office
would continue to be responsible for member recruitment and selection. Currently, the
board chairperson has been participating in the recruitment and selection process started
at the end of 1998.

Over the six months between the resumption of board operations and the site visits,
several of the remaining former members resigned or drifted away. They and some of the
previously terminated members have become a nucleus of distiected citizens that are

likely to be a continuing source of discontent in the community. Some of these members
challenged DOE’s actions in a lawsuit. Although the case has recently been dismissed
and not appealed, these events .@niflcantly disrupted board activities for over a year and
have left residual issues that continue to affect board operations.

The newly reconstituted board, consisting of some previously and some newly appointed
members, has met regularly since the spring of 1998. As of November 1998, the month
before the second site visit, the board had 13 members – eight newly appointed members
and five members of the former board whose terms of office expire in December 1998.
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As part of its effort to recruit members to replace these five, DOE was seeking to recruit
two additional members (for a total of seven new members) to bring the board to its
preferred size of 15 (the board has since decided to expand the total membership). When
the new members took office in January 1999, the board had experienced a 100%
turnover in membership within a period of a year. Such a turnover is unique among the
local SSABSO

At the time of the site visits, the board was ethnically diverse with a high proportion of
Pueblo members (one San Ildefonso Pueblo, one Cochiti Pueblo, one Picuris Pueblo, and
one Nambe Pueblo), as well as Hispanics and Angles. However, there was limited
balance in terms of perspectives related to DOEILANL issues; governmental, and in

particular DOE-related perspectives were predominant. In addition, there was a high
proportion of members whose employment was funded by DOE: of the 13 members,
three were currently employed by the LANL, one was a former LANL employee, and
three were persons who are paid with DOE funds to serve on Tribal Environmental
Departments. Several persons whom were interviewed expressed concerns about the
transition of the board from a “citizens’ board” to a “DOE board.” They were critical of
the credibility of a board selected by, and sympathetic to, DOE and LANL, as compared
with aboard that can provide independent advice on environmental issues of concern to
the community.

Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus

At the time of the site visits in the fidl and early winter of 1998, the newly restructured
board was still in the process of establishing an identity and sense of purpose. During the
interviews, newly appointed and some former members expressed a common goal of
assisting DOE with cleanup activities. For many, also, corollary goals related to the
board’s role in the community; these included disseminating ~ormation to stakeholders,
helping to educate the public about the complexity of the issues, and providing a
sounding board or tiormation source for citizens. Most new members expressed pride in
the progress achieved to date. They believed that they had worked effectively to draw up

and approve by-laws and a work plan that formed the basis for future progress. Several
pointed to the progress already made by the Environmental Restoration Committee.
Others noted that they were beginning to trust one another and develop a team spirit.
Many emphasized their desire to move on to substantive issues of environmental
management and cleanup.

Soon after its restructuring, the board made a decision not to use a consensus approach
but to follow Robert’s Rules of Order in conducting meetings and deciding on
recommendations. Many members demonstrated an orientation to making decisions
expeditiously rather than spending a lot of time and energy discussing alternative
viewpoints and searching for agreement among diverse perspectives. However,
following discussions with other board chairs at the SSAB Chairs’ meeting in September
1998, the chair reevaluated that decision. Proposed amendments to the by-laws (not yet
voted on) called for passage of recommendations by consensus rather than Robert’s Rules
of Order.
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Internal Process and Functions

In combination with respect for the value of diverse viewpoints, successful performance
of the following fictions has been found to contribute to effective board performance:
agenda-building and issues management processes, leadership, facilitation, team building,
and administrative and technical support. A noteworthy feature of the ~orthem New
Mexico Citizens’ Advisory Board is that the reconstituted board has made considerable
progress inputting in place most of these fimctions, although some of the previous and
long-term members lament the change in character of the board and feel that the
communities have been significantly disempowered.

Agenda Building and Issues Management

An Outreach Committee and three issue committees Environmental Restoration, Waste
Management, and Monitoring/Surveillance have been established. Agenda setting is
initiated by the committee chairs working with the chair, co-chair and DOE; committee
chairs reported that they identified priority issues on which their own committee wished
to work. All members who attended the September retreat were involved in drawing up a
work plan that formalized planned activities and criteria for evaluating progress after both
six and twelve months. The work plan has subsequently been approved in a full meeting
of the board.

Several members expressed concerns about the ability of the board to complete its
planned schedule of activities. Concerns included the lack of involvement and
motivation of all members, including some members of the former board who were still
officially members; the limited time available to volunteers to devote to board work, and
the need to prioritize and focus on a very limited number of issues (these problems have
been very common across the sites).

Leadership

While recognizing that his afllliation with the LANL has posed a special challenge, the
new chair has been playing a lead role in moving the board forward. His primary focus
has been on promoting the interests of the board, and he treats members with respect as
well as providing motivation and encouragement. Setting a conducive atmosphere for
work and encouraging the development of a focused agenda have been priorities.
Although there is no formal Executive Committee, he has been supported in this effort by
guidance from the DOE Coordinator and by the committee chairs. In combination with
tiorrnal networking with members, he has been helping to move the board forward in a
constructive path.

Facilitation

The board does not currently have a facilitator to help in planning and conducting
meetings. Most members did not appear to believe that such a role needed to be filled at
this time. The chair is experienced in conducting meetings, and as one member noted,
there are few disagreements among members – “the board is very compliant.” A broader
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interpretation of the facilitation fimction includes the mediator or broker role in
addressing interpersonal issues and interpretations of technical and policy issues both
among board members and between the board and DOE or the board and regulators.
Although this informal facilitation process appeared to be played effectively by the chair,
some members (the DOE coordinator, and the administrator, the chair, and other
members) expressed frustration with the amount of time and attention they are having to
devote to process and administrative issues rather than substantive issues.

Team Building

Group retreats, consensus training, orientation for new members, process workshops, and
self-evaluation are examples of the various formal techniques that boards have employed
to promote self-reflection and team building. These techniques help facilitate the process
of reflecting critically on successes and problems, providing self-correction and
redirection where needed, and promoting a sense of group identity and shared purpose.
To date, the focus of the restructured board has been on developing a sense of board
identity and purpose, and on putting in place the needed administrative infrastructure for
effective functioning, such as by-laws and a work plan. Members who attended the first
retreat, held the month before the first site visit, emphasized the value of this process for
team building as well as for completion of board atistrative tasks. The board has
expressed its intent to conduct a self-evaluation later in the year.

Administrative and Technical Suppoti

Day-to-day administrative tasks have been performed by a fill-time administrator who is
employed by the DOE site contractor. Her tasks included note-taking and distribution,
record-keeping, arranging meeting logistics, and responding to inquiries. Her role has
also included executive-level support such as acting as a bridge between DOE and board
members and taking a lead role in coordinating board meetings and activities. DOE has

also employed an additional consultant to assist in public relations tasks for the
Department ardor the board.

Several persons noted the need for DOE to make arrangements for public access to board
records and documents that are currently kept in the administrator’s (private) office.
Since the visit in October 1998, DOE, recognizing this need, has arranged for one room
on the first floor of the Los Alamos Area OffIce building to be reserved for a CAB
library. Meanwhile the CAB Administrator and public relations consultant will be
located in an office adjoining the library that is accessible to the public. Opening of the
library and relocation of CAB staff was scheduled for completion in early 1999.

Provision for technical support has been included in the budget. The Monitoring
Committee chair has been currently developing plans to draw on some outside technical
support to help structure the Committee’s work.
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Process Summary

Board meetings are scheduled one evening per month for three hours. During

observations of the October and December meetings, the meetings proceeded smoothly.
During the frostmeeting, time was provided for public comments; by-laws, a budget, and
a work plan were approved; and a high proportion of time was spent on discussion of
committee activities. The Environmental Restoration Committee made several formal
requests for information from DOE. Members interacted with civility and with humor –
little disagreement was evident. The focus of the discussion was on making decisions.

Public Engagement

Engagement of the public has been a stated priority for the board, as reflected by
members’ statements related to goals, board actions during the meetings that were
observed, and the creation of an Outreach Committee. However, the board faces some
major challenges in this arena.

Outreach and Information Gathering

The board has established an Outreach Committee whose members and activities are
integrated with those of DOE and the Laboratory. At the time of the site visits, the
committee was headed by a Pueblo member who was also a member of the initial board.
In addition, the committee included the board chair and former vice-chair (who was
employed in the LANL Community Relations Office), the DOE Coordinator, and another
DOE staff person. The committee had developed a first newsletter to be distributed to the
community and was working to insert positive articles about board activities in the local
press. The chair of the Outreach Committee was also encouraging board members to
engage others to become informed about and involved in board activities.

At this early stage of development, the board has not undertaken specific information-
gathering activities such as a community survey to assist members’ understanding of
community views of the board and issues of public concern. However, survey questions
were being developed for inclusion in the annual surveys of Northern New Mexico local
and regional leaders and communities that have been conducted by the LANL
Community Relations Office.

Opportunities for Public Patiicipation in Board Activities

One of the most straightforward methods of public outreach is available when board
members are selected to represent constituencies and organizations within the community
and can report back directly to them in the course of their normal organizational
activities. The representation of local governments in the Northern New Mexico
Citizens’ Advisory Board has assisted in reporting back through these channels.
Reporting back to the broader community both through local and Tribal governments and
through non-governmental community organizations requires additional efforts by the
board.
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The board has taken several actions to encourage participation in its meetings. Board
meetings were being held indifferent communities to enhance area-wide participation
and the meetings were advertised in local and regional newspapers. In addition, the
board meetings observed were structured to encourage public input-time for public
comment was included at the beginning of the meeting and comments were
acknowledged by the chair in a positive, welcoming manner. Members stated that
committee meetings have been also open to the public; however, to date, these have not
been advertised.

Several factors indicated that the current board faces many challenges in establishing its
credibility with the public – and ultimately its value to DOE as a guide to the diversity of
community perspectives that must be addressed in developing viable policies.

The legacy of distrust of LANL activities, in combination with the negative experience of
the previous board and the disaffection of members who feel that they have lost their
voice in the community, has made establishing credibility a particularly difficult – yet
essential – challenge for the board to meet. At the same time, some of the new board
members expressed fi-ustration that some segments of the community were not ftily
evaluating the considerable effort that they had been devoting to furthering the board’s
work.

The continuing, prominent role of DOE in recruiting, selecting, as well as approving
members of the board (which is unique among the board), and the integration of board
outreach activities and staff with those of DOE and LANL are perceived by those outside
of the board as structural impediments that, despite the integrity and good intentions of
individual members, impact the board’s independence and its ability to speak impartially
for community interests.

Board members, in particular the chair and DOE Coordinator, were cognizant of this
challenge as they attempted to recruit members to replace the retiring class of 1998. Over
the previous year of transition several of the former members had resigned or dropped
out of active participation. Despite their limited numbers, the remaining members had
worked hard to put in place by-laws and committees to enable the board to focus on its
mission of providing advice to DOE from diverse community perspectives. They were
anxious to maintain this momentum and, in their recruitment efforts, were placing
emphasis on selecting members who are willing to commit sufficient time to ensure
progress in providing advice to DOE on environmental management issues.

DOE and Regulator Engagement

DOE Level of Participation

Members interviewed expressed strong appreciation for the support of the current DOE
Designated Federal Official, who was new to the site. They particularly valued her
willingness and ability to be a “doer” in promoting the board’s interests. More negative
and skeptical views were expressed about the engagement of upper DOE and LANL
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management; several members questioned the limited attendance and/or commitment of
upper management of both DOE and LANL to the board. One member emphasized the

need for a Secretarial visit to demonstrate support for the board.

Empowerment by DOE

As discussed in the section on public engagement empowerment does not appear to be
an issue for the new board members at this time, as for members of some other local
SSABS. However, the members viewed their request for itiormation at the October
meeting as a test of DOE/LANL’s empowerment of the board. In addition, public
comments received during the initial formation process in 1994 indicate that board
empowerment and the associated ability to be autonomous and accountable to the public
are matters of concern to the broader community. These are issues of particular concern
to former board members who feel that they – and the community in general – have been
disempowered and that DOE and the LANL are continuing, as in the past, to ignore their
concerns.

DOE Responsiveness

DOE responses to board recommendations cannot be evaluated at this time, since the new
board has only just begun to work on its substantive tasks. However, the board has
discussed the need for tracking recommendations and responses, and one member has
agreed to take responsibility for the task. Several members expressed reservations about
the extent of DOE and LANL upper management commitment and indicated that they are
watching how DOE and LANL respond to the tiormation requests made at the October
meeting as well as responsiveness to recommendations from the board.

Role of the Regulators

Members’ comments indicated that the regulators have played a limited role to date;
several expressed concern that DOE’s supplementing of State resources limited the
regulators’ independent role. The board’s by-laws require board recommendations to be
provided solely to DOE and do not provide for recommendations to be given also to the
regulators (recommendations may be sent to the New Mexico Environment Department
regulator as a courtesy). No formal cleanup agreement is in place, such as the Hanford
Tri-Party Agreement that legally binds DOE to specific actions, deadlines and associated
penalties. It was not possible to evaluate the interaction between the board and regulators
at the October meeting that was observed, the EPA regulator was not present and a
substitute was attending for the State.

Issues and Observations

Issues Raised by Members Concerning the Notthern New Mexico CAB

+ A primary issue of concern focused on problems arising horn member burnout
and the need for fill involvement and contributions from all members. Several
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members emphasized the need to prioritize and focus on a few key issues. Others
expressed concern about the need to maintain the board’s momentum,
emphasizing that, with procedures and committees in place, the board needs to
move forward in developing advice. However, many felt constrained by the low

number of active members.

+ A second primary issue was the need to address concerns created by the close
affiliation of board members to the LANL. An associated concern was to ensure
that the recruitment process does not systematically prevent the nomination of
certain categories of potential participants (for example, some Pueblo
governments will not nominate women to represent them).

+ Several members expressed concern that senior DOE and LANL management
have not provided the board a clear commitment to provide the information the
board requests or to act on the board’s recommendations.

+ One member noted that stipends are needed for members whose participation
would cause financial hardship (this provision does apply, within established
guidelines, at some sites).

+ An issue was also raised about lack of public access to records currently kept in
the Administrator’s private office (this issue is currently being addressed by
DOE).

Researchers’ Assessment of the Primary Accomplishments and
Challenges Facing the Northern New Mexico CAB

Accomplishments

+ The board has made substantial progress in defining its focus and direction under
difficult circumstances – by-laws, budget, and a work plan have been approved
and four committees have been established that are proceeding on the work of the
board.

Challenges

+ Although the reconstituted board is young, its past history seems to have given
members a sense of urgency that they need to move past process discussions, such
as organizational and management issues and incorporating different viewpoints,
to substantive discussions about environmental remediation and waste
management issues. This reluctance to deal with process issues could limit the
board’s effectiveness in identif@g and articulating diverse community
viewpoints and in forging recommendations that reflect those viewpoints and
capture the greatest possible areas of agreement. A facilitator could help to
maintain an unbiased process and help keep board discussions focused and
constructive.
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+ The relationship between the board and DOE is unclear to DOE staff members,
board members, and the community, both in terms of what it is and what it should
be. In the process of intervening to reconstitute the board, DOE has t~en on
roles with the Northern New Mexico CAB that it has typically not played at other
boards and may not want to play with the Northern New Mexico CAB over the
long-term. These relationship and role issues and their consequences in terms of
board independence, empowerment and credibility are just now being identified
and considered by board members and DOE. Because of the board’s history, the
current board members were unclear about their ability or interest in challenging
DOE’s roles, for example in the recruitment, selection, and approval process.
DOE is unclear about how to transition out of its intervention posture. Some of
these issues include:.
– The recruitment, selection, and approval process is currently under the open

and direct control of DOE and is without specific criteria or categories of
interest (established in the by-laws or by DOE) to assure balance of
viewpoints on the board. Together, these factors have the potential to erode
rather than enhance the credibility of the board.

– The board has been facing a challenge not only of recruiting members who
provide balance and independence, including those who can articulate
viewpoints that are critical of DOELLANL,but also those who will be active
and ini?ormedparticipants inboard activities. A reputation of ineffectiveness
or perception of dependence will make it harder to recruit the type of
members who can make the board successfid.

– The current board has limited balance among community viewpoints: a high
proportion of members are supportive of DOE interests and linked to DOE
and LANL through employment and fimding. Consequently, the fairness,
openness, and outcome of the ongoing recruitment process is of great
importance that will be closely scrutinized by the broader community,
especially ex-members who believe that they have been disempowered by
DOE’s replacement of the original board.

– Public expectations about the board set during the establishment of the initial
board are not being met by the new board, according to comments made by
non-members and a review of comments made during the formation process.
This is due in part to the changes in roles, responsibilities, and relationships
that occurred when DOE intervened to terminate the old board.

+ The close coordination and linkage between the board’s outreach activities and
DOE/LANL’s public relations and outreach activities also poses issues of
independence and credibility and limits the ability of the board to develop and
express its own viewpoints and ideas.

+ An issue of particular concern is that discussions with members revealed only
limited awareness of the need for greater independence, the problem of
community credibility as well as possible approaches to addressing i~ and the
value of including members who are critical of DOE.
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+ The commitment of DOE and LANL managers will be demonstrated in their
responsiveness to board comments, questions, and recommendations, particularly

those that challenge the status quo. Many of the persons interviewed (including
both former and current members) queried the commitment of senior DOE and
LANL management to the SSAB process. As emphasized in the Uverview report,
the commitment and engagement of upper management is a key factor in
enhancing board performance and confirming to members the value of their
contributions.

+ The discussions indicated that the challenges faced by the original board have not
diminished – multiple issues of concern to the community could continue to place
a heavy load on the board and reduce its effectiveness. DOE may wish to
consider establishing additional mechanisms to address the concerns of citizens
beyond those related specifically to environmental remediation and waste
management that the board is designed to address.
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OAK RIDGE RESERVATION ENVIRONMENTAL

MANAGEMENT SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD

Introduction

This report details the results from the Oak Ridge portion of a U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) study that was initiated t~ understand factors contributing to the effectiveness of
the DOE local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) and to provide information useful
for the boards and DOE in their continuing efforts at improvement. The Overview report
that accompanies the individual site reports discusses findings across nine DOE sites and
provides background on the goals, methodology, and rationale for the fizunework used in
the study. It also serves as a template for the findings presented in this site report.

The report for the Oak Ridge Reservation Environmental Management Site-Specific
Advisory Board (ORREMSSAB) is thus structured according to the six factors that were
found to be important in assessing local SSAB effectiveness. As emphasized in the
Overview, the study was designed to assist DOE and the boards in assessing how well the
boards were fidfilling DOE’s basic purpose in establishing the boards, and to provide
itiormation that would be usefbl to DOE and the boards in achieving this purpose.
Specifically, DOE established the boards to obtain independent, consensus, policy advice
and recommendations that drew on the range of local and regional stakeholder
perspectives. The underlying rationale was that advice that reflected agreement among
very different viewpoints would also be more likely to be acceptable to nearby
communities and thus would provide a firm basis for developing policies that were not
only technically sound but also could be implemented. Accordingly, the focus of the
study was on board processes that enhanced the boards’ ability to provide independent,
broadly based policy advice, rather than on the recommendations per se.

This report describes the Oak Ridge board as it was operating at the time of the
researchers’ visits in August and November 1998. The description is provided in terms
of the six factors found to contribute to board effectiveness (community context; board
composition; purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus; internal processes and
functions; and DOE and regulator engagement). It begins by highlighting key features of
the site context that posed particular challenges to the Oak Ridge SSAB. The two
subsequent sections discuss the board’s composition, including diversity of vie~oints
represented on the board, and the board’s sense of purpose, goals, and commitment to
consensus. The next section examines the board’s internal processes and fimctions,
including how board members accomplish agenda building, issues management, and
team building; how leadership, facilitation, and brokering roles are taken and petiormed;
and how administrative and technical support is provided. The following section, on
public engagement, details the board’s effectiveness in providing opportunities for public
participation and in outreach and irdlorrnation gathering. The next section discusses the
relationship between the board and DOE, and between the board and site regulators. The

Oak Ridge 1 February1999



final section lists important issues that members identified and provides the researchers’
assessment of the accomplishments and challenges facing the Oak Ridge SSAB.

As emphasized in the Overview, the purpose of this study is to provide an outsider’s
perspective, based on a review of boards across the DOE complex, and to encourage the
boards to reflect on their own strengths and weaknesses and learn fi-omone another’s
experience.

Community Context

The Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR or Reservation) lies in hderson and Roane Counties
and borders Knox and Loudon Counties across the Clinch River. The OIIR lies almost
entirely within the city of Oak Ridge, Tennessee (1990 population: 27,310). It covers an
area of 35,252 acres (600-800 acres outside of city limits) and is approximately 20 miles
from Knoxville (1990 population: 335,749).

The area impacted by the Reservation from which members of the ORREMSSAB are
drawn includes the city of Oak Ridge and a seven-county area. The 1990 population in
the seven counties was 532,158 people; of these, almost two-thirds are from Knox
County. The overall area population is 92% white and 6.5’XOAfrican American. There is
considerable variation among jurisdictions in terms of income, education, and
occupation: Knox and Anderson Counties, as well as city of Oak Ridge residents have
higher incomes and education and are more likely to be in managerial and professional
occupations.

The Reservation currently provides employment for about 14,000 workers, including
federal employees and contractors. Its total Fiscal Year 1998 budget was $1.8 billion.

The Reservation’s history dates back to World War II. In 1942, the federal government
purchased land and named the new town Oak Ridge, where the Manhattan Project
focused on the production of enriched uranium. In the 1950s and 1960s, the federal
government reduced the Reservation boundaries by converting residential and
commercial sections to private ownership. The Reservation includes three major
facilities: The Y-12 weapons plant, whose continuing mission includes a variety of
weapons-related activities such as the production of weapons components and
assemblies; the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, which focuses on basic and applied
research in a wide variety of areas; and the East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP),
formerly known as the gaseous diffbsion plant, or K-25 facility. The K-25 facility
terminated its uranium separation activities and was shut down in 1985. It is currently
undergoing reindustrialization (recycling of material and industrial reuse of equipment,
material, and facilities) as part of the site’s environmental restoration and waste
management program.

Environmental management is now the largest DOE Oak Ridge program. In addition to
managing wastes produced by ongoing activities, DOE has large quantities of various
types of waste to clean up and facilities to decontaminate. Portions of the reservation are

Oak Ridge 2 February1999



contaminated with a variety of radioactive elements, mercury, PCBS, and industrial
wastes that have contaminated areas downstream and down wind from the city and site.

The ORR presents a complex picture in terms of the contextual factors that this study has
shown to influence development of a local SSAB (mission, salience of the issues,
diversity, and previous civic engagement). The ORR has a continuing weapons
production mission, other continuing research, and a large, complex environmental
management program that collectively require the board to make many decisions about
scope and focus. Because the site is not focused solely on restoration and waste
management activities, issues not directly within the board’s scope, yet of concern to the
community and to board members, have the potential to spill over into board discussions
and relationships. Because of the scale and complexity of the environmental
management challenge at the site, it is difllcult for board members to become sufficiently
familiar with the issues to understand them well enough to develop priorities. As a result,
the board faces greater challenges in agreeing on scope and priorities and on setting its
agenda than boards at sites where the mission is focused solely on cleanup, and where the
cleanup issues are less complex.

OR.Ractivities have high national, regional, and local salience. The issues that the board
is tasked to address (defined in the by-laws as “the fi,dlscope of ORR environmental and
stiety concerns”) are already known and of central importance to the community. The
initiative shown by area residents to express their interest in having a DOE local Site-
Specific Advisory Board is an indication of the salience of ORR activities to the
community.

There is a diversity of views represented in the community; area residents are
differentially impacted by, and have different perspectives on, ORR activities. While this
provides a rich resource for the board, it adds to the board’s challenge in ensuring that the
membership adequately represents this diversity and that board processes facilitate
effective communication and dialogue among those with differing, and sometimes
opposing, viewpoints. The economic as well as potential environmental, health, and
safety impacts are a particular concern for the city of Oak Ridge and neighboring
communities, whose economic base is highly dependent on DOE. Economic impacts on
more distant jurisdictions, though still-irnportang are moderated by distance and the
relatively greater diversity of their economic bases.

In the past, the potential impacts of massive releases of mercury and radionuclides from
the Y-12 weapons plant were a high priority issue for citizens. More recently, increased
attention has been given to the potential health impacts on residents in the Scarboro
community. Scarboro, which is predominantly African American, is located within the
city of Oak Ridge, approximately one-half mile from the Y-12 weapons plant. It houses
many persons who have worked at the plant, primarily as service workers. In addition,
reindustrialization of K-25 and its conversion into a technology park is emerging as an
issue of concern. There has also been continuing concern and controversy over operation
of the TSCA hazardous waste incinerator.
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~ city of Oak Ridge and surrounding communities have had a long history of active
CIVICengagement in environmental issues on which they can draw for experience in
establishing and operating a local SSAB. There has been little experience, however, of
collaborative problem solving related to DOE issues among grass root citizen groups with
differing viewpoints and from the different geographic areas included in the board. In the
past, for example, much citizen engagement has tended to be citizen opposition to DOE
activities. Opposition, has primarily developed outside of the city of Oak Ridge (the Oak
Ridge Health Liaison appears to be an exception here). Primary examples include the
precedent-setting LEAF court decision, brought by a Knoxville attorney, that established
that DOE is not self-regulating with respect to non-radioactive toxic materials; opposition
to, and widely publicized demonstrations against, Y-12 operations by a local peace
organization with national links; and local and regional opposition to the TSCA
incinerator. A factor complicating the establishment of the board within the
organizational and political context of the community was the existence of the Local
Oversight Committee (LOC), which is fi.mdedby DOE under the DOE/State of
Tennessee Oversight Agreement. The LOC’S Board of Directors includes the Oak Ridge
City Mayor, the County Executive of each of nearby counties, and the chairs of the Oak
Ridge Environmental Quality Advisory Board and Roane County Environmental Review
Board. It is advised by a 15-member Citizen’s Advisory Panel.

The initiative by local area residents to establish a local SSAB was controversial, strongly
opposed by Oak Ridge City and the LOC itself. The decision to establish the
ORREMSSAB was made by the DOE/EIQ Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management after lengthy discussion with the involved parties. It was based on the
latter’s concern that “dissenting views in the community [do not believe that] the LOC
represents] the diverse views within the Oak Ridge Community” (letter from Thomas
Grumbly to Chairman Nephew, LOC Chair and Oak Ridge Cily Mayor, dated December
8, 1994). The ORREMSSAB’S relationship with the LOC, originally adversarial, has
changed for the better in the intervening years as a result of continuing effort by members
of the participating organizations. A board member serves as an irrformal bridge between
the two organizations; another board member characterized current relationships as
“excellent.”

Board Composition

Formation of the ORREMSSAB occurred over a period of more than two years,
beginning with a stakeholders’ group in May 1993. Community interest led to formation
of a Steering Committee in November 1993 that, through a series of meetings, developed
a formal proposal for a local SSAB the following year. The official board formation
process began in January 1995. Following extensive DOE publicity, an independent
convener, assisted by a seven-member screening panel, screened applicants for diversity
in backgrounds and demographics in a “blind” process. In addition, a representative from
the Oak Ridge city council was included, at the city’s request. The first meeting was held
in September 1995. The board adopted by-laws in February 1996 and standing rules in
May 1996. Officers were elected for Fiscal Year 1996 in February 1996.
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The board continues to play no role in recruiting and selecting members: members are
screened and recommended to DOE for approval in a blind selection process that is
unique among the local SSABS. Candidates are first recruited by DOE in a mailing of
letters of invitation to local media and to community organizations in the seven-county
area. An independent arbitrator selects a four-member selection panel that includes
representatives of the city of Oak Ridge, the LOC, the environmental community, plus
one ad hoc citizen. The selection panel agrees on the selection criteria and the relative
weighting to be assigned to them. These are based on the seven-county demographics
and discussions with 0RREMSSAJ3 and ex-officio members concerning priority issues
from the public’s perspective. The arbitrator does a blind match, which is followed by
panel interviews with candidates to determine the level of interest and commitment.

A noteworthy feature of the process is that the criteria can change each time the candidate
recruitment and selection process occurs. For example, greater weight was assigned in
previous efforts to selecting members from downstream communities, since downstream
impacts were of particular concern in the Records of Decision underway at that time.
Now that attention has shified to possible health impacts on the Scarboro community,
within the city of Oak Ridge, it has been proposed that greater weight be assigned to
criteria favoring selection horn that community. As part of the current recruitment
process, DOE is placing a priority on recruiting three additional members to replace the
three representatives of environmentalhealth and peace activist viewpoints who resigned
earlier in the year, and on recruiting a resident of Scarboro. Some board members
expressed their disagreement with these changes in recruitment. The EPA supports
efforts to ensure representation of these viewpoints on the board.

At the time of the site visits in August and November 1998, the ORREMSSAB had 15
members (one member has since resigned). As then constituted, the board did not
represent the fkll diversity of views in the community. Nine of the fourteen members
were, or had been, employed by companies involved in DOE activities. Eight were
retired or not employed fi.dltime. Two were Afi-icanAmerican (this gave the board a
higher proportion of Aiiican American members than the proportion in the seven-county
area). The chair, DOE, the regulators, and many members recognized that the absence of
some area perspectives was an important shortcoming that adversely affected the richness
of the board’s deliberations and the credibility of the board’s work. These persons also
supported DOE’s goal of expanding the range of perspectives in the recruitment and
selection process underway.

Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus

Members’ comments, combined with a review of board records (Annual Reports,
recommendations, and work plans), indicated that the board had experienced great
difficulty in developing a shared sense of priorities, purpose, and approach. Although
some board members have put in tremendous effort, searching for common areas of
agreement did not appear to have been a central focus of the board as a group. One
person whom we interviewed, for example, noted that “the dynamic from the very
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beginning was ‘getting your own views on the agend~’” rather than searching for areas
of agreement that the board as a whole could share.

Most members with whom we spoke emphasized their interest in getting on with the
analysis of issues fi-amedto respond to DOE’s (and regulators’) decision-making process,
seeing this as the way they could best help DOE proceed with cleanup efficiently and
economically. Most wanted to avoid spending time and effort confronting fimdarnental
assumptions or issues of focus and scope. The resignation of three members early in
1998 was described as “a turning point” for the board, though one that was interpreted

quite differently by different members. Some believed that it had resulted in an improved
understanding that “it is OK to have different agendas;” an alternative interpretation was
that the board had been unable to effectively resolve issues of fimdamentally different
agendas or perspectives. At the same time, several members expressed relief that the
board meetings had become less frustrating and contentious with its current, less diverse
composition.

Early in 1998 the board held a special, one-day working session to discuss its decision-
making process and to clari& issues associated with consensus versus majority voting.
Following the meeting on decision making, members decided to change the by-laws to
use Robert’s Rules of Order and make decisions by voting rather than consensus. Most
members with whom we spoke thought that the change had been beneficial. The
consensus approach had appeared to them to foster interminable discussions and minorily
blocking, whereas Robert’s Rules and voting reduced tension and anxiety, increased
familiarity and cotio~ improved efficiency, and provided a well-established and
socially acceptable way to make decisions and allow the majority to rule. It was also
seen as providing more direct accountability for board members to the public. As some
noted, however, the point at issue was not which particular process to use but whether or
not there was a basic agreement among members to try to come to agreement and to
listen to one another. At the time of the resignations, no such basic agreement among
was in place. Some members attributed the reduction in board dissention and incivility
that has occurred to the resignation of members of “one faction: rather than to a more
fbndarnental improvement in behavior or process management skills. Interviews
indicated general agreement that the board’s cohesiveness had been building over the
previous year, although some questioned whether this was primarily due to the
resignation of those who most directly challenged the majority viewpoints on the board.

Some of the most active board members, including the current chair, have placed a
priority on building a more cohesive group and are credited with “refusing to allow the
board to fail.” Members pointed with pride to their innovative use of broadly based
groups of members and non-members to develop policy recommendations that draw on a
wide range of community views. As a result of this approach, two reports with important
implications for the community’s fhture were completed (Report oftlze Oak Ridge
Reservation End Use Working Group and the Stakeholder Report on Stewarhhip). The
reports’ recommendations were subsequently incorporated into DOE’s environmental
program.
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Internal Process and Functions

In combination with respect for the value of diverse viewpoints, successfid performance
of the following fhnctions have been found to contribute to board effectiveness: agenda-
building and issues management processes, leadership, facilitation, team building, and
administrative and technical support. The interpretation of the following processes is

based on observation of a facilitated special board session on procedures, particularly
decision making; an Executive Committee meeting and a regularly scheduled board
meeting; interviews with members, including former members; and review of board
records. Through a variety of initiatives, the ORREMSSAB had been working to address
board concerns and issues regarding some of these fimctions and had made several
changes in the year of the site visit.

Agenda Building and Issues Management

In Fiscal Year 1998, the board reorganized its committee structure from “one that
addressed broad subjects, such as Waste Management, Environmental Restoration, and
Environmental Justice, to one that was more focused, with project teams addressing
specific subjects, such as ETTI? Remediation and Reindustrialization” (ORREMSSAB
Annual Report p.1). As with all the boards, setting and keeping to an agenda has been an
ongoing challenge for the ORREMSSAB.

Each year, the board has conducted a self-assessment that provides input to the goals and
work plan for the following year. Agenda setting has typically been initiated by a request
to DOE, the regulators, and each of the five committees (termed teams) to identifi issues
that they think are important. Individual members are also invited to identifi such issues.
Board members play a major role in selecting and approving issues to be assigned to the
teams for fiu-ther examination and detailed study, if deemed a priority. The work plan
that is drawn up is flexible: a team or non-team member can bring forward new issues

which, after discussion at a board meeting, maybe approved and assigned to a team.

As a result of recent discussions, the board has been developing the use of a summary
sheeticheck list to be attached to all recommendations that are included in the board
package that is distributed to members prior to a board meeting. The purpose is to
provide a summary of key issues that will assist members in their discussion. It will
include tiormation on the background of the recommendatio~ its purpose, and
associated pros and cons.

As noted above, after some adjustment, in Fiscal Year 1998, the board established
standing project teams to review issues concerning five topics. In addition, special teams
were formed to address by-laws, end use, health studies, public outreach, and waste cell
management. Interviews revealed widespread agreement that the board would be more
effective if it could fhrther prioritize, focus, and streamline its discussions. Changes have
recently been made to address this challenge (a very common one across all boards).
Despite this ongoing challenge, members reported that the board was beginning to use its
teams more effectively, thus enhancing the efficiency of board meetings. The board’s
small size and time limitations, especially for members with fhll- or pat-time jobs, were
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cited by some as fi.u-therreasons that the board needed to focus on a few key issues so
that it could produce quality recommendations.

One reason given for the success of the group process resulting in the End Use and
Stewardship reports and their adoption by DOE was the “narrow, understandable, and
urgent” focus provided by this approach. The work had been sponsored by the board and
supported by DOE. The End Use Working Group included members of the public
(approximately 20-30 participants, of whom 20 participated regularly). Five current
members of the ORREMSSAB participated intensively and played a leadership role; two
additional board members, now.resigned from the board, also played an active role. The
group met for approximately 3-4 hours every other week for a period of one and a half
years and employed the services of a professional technical advisor/facilitator.

The Working Group sought to identi~ and develop areas of agreement among all the
participants; members who agreed with the results of the Working Group signed the
recommendations as individuals, to be consistent with the Federal Advisory Committee
Act. Those who disagreed did not sign and were free to develop minority reports. The
process was praised both for the product it produced and for its effectiveness – it was
described as focused and effective in bringing together different perspectives among the
city and adjacent counties. The ORREMSSAB addressed the results of the Working
Group by having the board deliberate on the Working Group’s guidelines and
recommendations, which were approved and submitted to DOE. Both board members
and DOE indicated that this process resulted in recommendations that had high utility.

Leadership

Recognizing the evolutionary process of building an effective board and the need to
overcome obstacles, the chair and members of the executive committee have worked hard
to make the board succeed and to provide the leadership essential to board effectiveness.
The chair is conscious of his responsibility to play a lead role in modeling the particular
combination of attributes needed for effective operation of a local SSAB: treating
members with respect, providing motivation and encouragement, setting a conducive
atmosphere for work, and encouraging the development and execution of a focused
agenda. He has been supported in this effort by guidance from the DOE coordinator and
an Executive Committee that includes the vice chair, secretary, and each of the five team
leaders. In combination with the fiormal networking among members, between DOE
and the board and between the regulators and the board, these steps have helped the board
move forward on a constructive path. As with several other boards, the leaders on the
ORREMSSAB are facing the challenge of providing strong leadership without
dominating the board.

Facilitation

Although most boards have employed the use of an independent facilitator to assist with
meeting planning and group process management, the ORREMSSAB decided to manage
its group process internally rather than obtaining the services of a professional facilitator.
In part, this decision was based on concern that a facilitator would take control away
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from the board itself. Particularly during 1997, this strategy did not seem to work well.
A number of problems occurred, including a focus on disagreements, lack of civility and
respect for the views of others (including personal attacks on members), marginalization
of those whose views differed from the mainstream, polarization of the board, lack of
progress in developing consensus advice, and a feeling of being tyrannized by “the other
side” (some by the minority, others by the majority). The board’s process management
methods were not able to halt these destructive actions, which contributed to all-around
titration and the resignation of board members – although this was not the only reason
for the resignations. Some members believed that a facilitator could have helped manage
this situation and that a facilitator would be valuable in preventing similar problems from
occurring in the fhture, especially if the board’s composition changes; others believed
that a facilitator would only have caused additional problems.

A broader interpretation of the facilitation fhnction includes the mediator or broker role –
addressing interpersonal issues and interpretations of technical and policy issues both
among board members and between the board and DOE or the board and regulators. This
informal facilitation process appears to be played effectively by the chair, the vice-chair,
some members, and the DOE coordinator; however, in the past these Mormal brokering
efforts were insufficient to prevent polarization of the board.

Team Building

The board has utilized several team-building techniques. It conducts an annual self-
evaluation, arranges tours of the site and DOE facilities for new members (and others
who might want to join them), as well as holding a one-day session on decision making.
At the time of the site visit, it was planning to hold a one-day retreat/workshop to discuss
process and relationship issues as well as to prioritize issues for the coming year.

The board’s schedule (single-day meetings) and geographic area (small enough for
members to drive back and forth on the day of the meeting) do not create the built-in
opportunities for inilormal gathering that boards with two-day schedules and rotating
locations have found contribute to team building. Particularly during Fiscal Year 1997,
the board struggled with factionalism and lack of civility in interaction tha~ though
terminated by the resignation of the three members, were not resolved within the board.

Administrative and Technical Support

Two persons, a coordinator and assistant who are employed by the Public Affairs OffIce
of the DOE site contractor, currently provide full-time support to the board. Over the
past year, as she had been provided with additional assistance, the coordinator focused
increasingly on providing executive-level support. She works closely with the chair to
develop agendas for board meetings and other activities such as the annual workshop.
She also coordinates and facilitates interactions between the board, DOE, and the DOE
contractor. Her assistant, who has only recently been employed fi,dl-time on board work,
is primarily responsible for providing assistance with team meetings – coordination,
taking and distributing meeting notes, and gathering and dkibuting information.
Several members commented that DOE has been supportive of the board’s efforts to
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obtain these services and, indeed, has increased the level of support over the past year.
Previously, the coordinator had sole responsibility for administrative tasks. The good
quality of the support is reflected in the record of board activities – meeting minutes and
other records are well organized, timely, and readily available.

The board has not usually obtained outside technical support, either for independent peer
review or to provide assistance, primarily for non-technical members. Members did
engage the services of an independent expert to give a presentation on the TSCA
incinerator and also approved continuing support to address this issue; however, the
decision became moot when the issue was addressed by a Governor’s”Task Force, rather
than the board. Former members highlighted the lack of technical support as a
contributing factor in their decision to resign. Some current members, however,
emphasized that these persons did not openly articulate their concerns inboard meetings.
Some also indicated that there is allowance in the budget for technical support and
attributed lack of agreement among members about who could/should provide
appropriate technical support and/or how the hiring should be undertaken (since the board
can not hire), as the reason for not proceeding.

Members’ views on the need for and appropriateness of such a support fimction varied.
Some believed that an independent viewpoint is always of value and, more specifically,
would have helped prevent some of the bitter disagreement that occurred in the health
study discussions. Another believed that it is inappropriate to substitute the ideas of a
technical assistant for those of the board members. Others expressed the viewpoint that
the knowledge and experience of the board’s technical members and the support provided
by the board’s Coordinator and by the DOE and contractor staff who support the teams
are adequate.

Some members who favored a technical support fiction cited concern that the
community perceives the board to be too closely aligned with DOE (several members
referred to this perception as a problem for the board’s credibility). Others expressed
concern that non-technical members (1) are too ready to accept the views of the co-
members who have both technical training and kuowledge about DOE sites and processes
as well as time to devote to studying the issues; and (2) feel unable to fi.dlyparticipate
and, as a result, become apathetic or intimidated. They believed that these problems
would be reduced if the board had someone to distill key points in documents, provide
s~aries of material, explain issues, and respond to questions – support that would also
help members whose work obligations leave them pressed for time.

Process Summary

The board meets one evening per month for approximately three hours. During the site
visit to the board meeting in November 1998, the meeting was facilitated by the chair and
ran smoothly and on schedule. Interactions were civil. Adequate support was provided,
and handouts were readily available-these included copies of the agenda and
background information on items for discussion. Members of the public were
encouraged to speak, and, in addition, amid-meeting break with light refreshments
provided an opportunity for members and non-members to interact informally.
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Public Engagement

Recent board actions indicated that engagement of and communication with the public
have become a high priority for the board. Some members pointed out that efforts over
the previous year to “get the message out” were in place prior to public pressure from
EPA and dissatisfaction expressed by members who had resigned.

In general, board members are selected to represent themselves, not a specific
constituency or organization. Consequently, members are relatively “on their own” in
determining how, when, and with whom to discuss board activities. The extent of
reporting back and gaining input from the community is variable, depending on the
member’s existing links and also on individual preference.

Outreach and Information Gathering

The board has been placing greater emphasis on increasing community awareness of its
activities. Responsibility has been assigned to an Outreach Committee, composed of
active members and a newly appointed leader. This perso~ who is also a member of the
LOC, recently attended a workshop for DOE staff on public participation that was
conducted by an internationally known public involvement specialist. The board has
recently completed a video and viewgraph presentation of board activities and has drawn
up a list of community organizations, including an initial target list of ten, to whom
presentations will be offered. Several presentations have already been given.

Regular outreach activities include:

+ Quarterly newsletters

+ Annual report

+ Advertisements of meetings, including team meetings, in local newspapers

+ Telephone call-in line providing an update on all meetings

+ DOE monthly announcements of all DOE site activities, including board activities

+ Website.

The board recently administered a mail-out survey to approximately 750 people (25
percent response rate). Names were obtained fi-omDOE’s master list of community
organizations and contacts, supplemented by board records of interested persons, for
example, persons who had attended meetings or called for tiormation. In part, this was
in response to a concern that the board should base its agenda on issues that are a priority
to the community. Generally, board members expressed the belief that the board is in
good contact with the community through its members’ extensive Morn-d networking.

Opportunities for Public Participation in Board Activities

The board provides copies of handouts to members of the public who attend their
meetings and encourages them to bring issues to the board. The public was made to feel
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welcome, and opportunities were provided for members of the public to ask questions
and make comments, by raising their hands or coming to a microphone during the
meeting. Team meetings are open to the public. During 1998, meetings were held during
lunch, late afternoon, or evenings.

It is clear from comments about the effectiveness of the End Use Working Group that
most members viewed the approach as a model for effective interactions with the public.
Interest has been expressed in identi@ng additional topics that could be discussed in the
format of a working group sponsored by the board. This has been identified as a way to
address concerns about the responsiveness of the board to the broader community, and
vice versa, Some members cautioned, however, that the working group approach
requires issues that are clearly defined, salient, and urgent.

DOE and Regulator Engagement

DOE Level of Participation

DOE actions indicated a very high level of support for the board. The Assistant Manager
for Environmental Management has attended all monthly board meetings and was
regarded by members as open to citizen input and views. A DOE staff person and
contractor have been assigned to each team to attend team meetings and provide
tiormation and other assistance where needed. The coordinator’s link to technical
managers within the Department and her recognition (and support) of the need to
establish a more diverse board and to be attentive to values and processes have been
valuable to the board.

Empowerment by DOE

Empowerment did not appear to be an issue for Oak Ridge board members as it has been
for members of some other local SSABS. For example, issues raised by members of
other boards such as the need for board control of staff hiring or for holding meetings in
non-DOE facilities were not mentioned. However, the DOE coordinator is aware of the
community perception – mentioned by several members – that the board is too influenced
by DOE. She recognizes that DOE must be especially carefid to strike a balance in its
guidance of the board, providing enough structure to ensure fair treatment and prevent
personal attacks on members but not so much that the board feels controlled by DOE.

DOE Responsiveness

DOE’s responsiveness to board recommendations, which had been reported in previous
written surveys as having been a problem, received more favorable ratings in the
interviews conducted for this study. Accordkg to the majority of those interviewed, the
former “thanks for your comments” notes have been replaced by more detailed responses.
DOE has also emphasized to the board that it is unlikely to see the fhll impact of its
recommendations until after publication of a formal Record of Decision. One member
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noted that the board has also played an informal advisory role that is not well
documented, yet seems to be effective.

Role of the Regulators

In the past, the regulators’ role on the board has been limited. The board’s original by-
laws required board recommendations to be provided solely to DOE and had a history of
high turnover of personnel and inconsistent attendance at board meetings. Revisions of
the by-laws that call for recommendations to be provided to regulators as well as DOE
have been match by an agreement by the regulators to play a more active role relative to
the board and to provide written comments to board recommendations. As part of this
increased involvement, and reflecting the national emphasis on environmental justice,
EPA has advocated greater diversity of representation, especially born minority and low-
income communities in impacted areas such as the Scarboro community.

Issues and Observations

Issues Raised by Members Concerning the ORREMSSAB

The credibility of the ORREMSSAB was raised as a concern – specifically, that
the community perceives the board as too technically oriented and influenced by
DOE.

The resignations of three members early in 1998 was identified as an issue by
many board members, although with widely differing interpretations.

Several members were concerned that some members on the board do not have
the time or interest to make appropriate contributions. They want the recruitment
process to pay special attention to the motivations, capabilities, interests and time
availability of candidates.

Concern was also expressed that non-technical members do not participate fully
in the board’s substantive discussions; some non-technical members feel at a
disadvantage relative to technically trained, retired members who devote much
time and effort to board issues.

Several members emphasized that public outreach needs to be a higher priority,
with the board placing greater emphasis on being accessible and responsive to the
community’s issues and priorities.
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Researchers’ Assessment of the Primary Accomplishments and
Challenges Facing the ORREMSSAB

Accomplishments

+ Over the past year, the chair has taken the next steps in establishing effective
procedures, developing and providing leadership, and team building.
Considerable thought and hard work have been devoted to changes designed to
help the board move forward onto a constructive path.

+ In sponsoring the End Use Working Group, the board has developed an
imovative mechanism for providing focus and obtaining greater community
participation. This mechanism, which was successfid in its own right, maybe
applicable to other topics at ORR and, potentially, at other sites.

+ DOE staff are very supportive and are active participants in helping the board to
claris and work through problems; the board is willing to accept this help.

+ There is a high interest in cross-site issues and in working with other boards and
sites.

Challenges

+ The complexity of issues and diversity of opinions offer a challenging, yet
valuable, opportunity for community learning and collaborative problem solving
across diverse citizen groups in the affected area.

+ The effectiveness of changes in decision method (to Robert’s Rules of Order) and
meeting procedures will be tested if the board is successful in recruiting members
born the Scarboro community and with an activist environmental perspective

generally opposed to DOE. Creating a constructive dialogue under these
circumstances will be a challenge.

+ Members have varying understandings of the consensus process and how it differs
from Robert’s Rules of Order. The board has found it difficult to come to terms
with how to deal with dissent. Board members have widely differing
interpretations of what happened with the three members who resigned, why, and
what difference it made to the board.

‘ + The board faces a management problem common to several boards: How can the
board best capitalize on the valuable resources offered by members with time,
technical expertise, and knowledge of the site, without overwhehning other
members who have less time, technical expertise, and/or knowledge?
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PADUCAHGASEOUSDIFFUSIONPLANT
SITE-SPECIFICADVISORYBOARD

Introduction

This report details the results from the Paducah portion of a U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) study that was initiated to understand factors contributing to the effectiveness of
the DOE local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) and to provide information useful
for the boards and DOE in their continuing efforts at improvement. The Overview report
that accompanies the individual site reports discusses findings across nine DOE sites and
provides background on the goals, methodology, and rationale for the Ihmework used in
the study. It also serves as a template for the findings presented in this site report.

The report for the Paducah Gaseous Diffhsion Plant SSAB is thus structured according to
the six factors that were found to be important in assessing local SSAB effectiveness. As
emphasized in the Overview, the study was designed to assist DOE and the boards in
assessing how well the boards were fulfilling DOE’s basic purpose in establishing the
boards, and to provide information that would be usefid to DOE and the boards in
achieving this purpose. Specifically, DOE established the boards to obtain independent
consensus, policy advice and recommendations that drew on the range of local and
regional stakeholder perspectives. The underlying rationale was that advice that reflected
agreement among very different viewpoints would also be more likely to be acceptable to
nearby communities and thus would provide a firm basis for developing policies that
were not only technically sound but also could be implemented. Accordingly, the focus
of the study was on board processes that enhanced the boards’ ability to provide
independent, broadly based policy advice, rather than on the recommendations per se.

This report describes the Paducah Gaseous Difiision Plant SSAB as it was operating at
the time of the researchers’ visit in July 1998. The description is provided in terms of the
six factors found to contribute to board effectiveness (communily contefi, board
composition, purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus; internal processes and
fhnctions; public engagement and DOE and regulator engagement). It begins by
highlightirig key features of the site context that pose particular challenges facing the
Paducah SSAB. The two subsequent sections discuss the board’s composition, including
diversity of viewpoints represented on the board, and the board’s sense of purpose, goals,
and commitment to consensus. The next section examines the board’s internal processes
and fictions, including how board members accomplish agenda building, issues
management, and team building; how facilitation, brokering, and leadership roles are
taken and performed; and how administrative and technical support is provided. The
following section, on public engagement, details the board’s effectiveness in providing
opportunities for public participation and in outreach and tionnation gathering. The
next section discusses the relationship between the board and DOE, and between the
board and site regulators. The fm.1 section lists important issues that members
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mentioned and provides the researchers’ assessment of the accomplishments and
challenges facing the Paducah SSAB.

As emphasized in the Overview, the purpose of this study is to provide an outsider’s
perspective, based on a review of boards across the complex, and to encourage the boards
to reflect on their own strengths and weaknesses and learn from one another’s
accomplishments and challenges.

Community Context

The Paducah Gaseous Diflhsion Plant (PGDP) is located approximately 15 miles west of
the City of Paducah, which sits on the southern bank of the Ohio River in McCracken
County, Western Kentucky. DOE prope~ consists of 3,600 acres of which 750 sit
inside the PGDP security fence. The area population is predominantly blue collar, mostly
employed in light industry and service jobs.

The gaseous diffusion plant is a significant employer in the region, although its activities
were largely unacknowledged from commencement of operations in 1952 until the 1970s.
The uranium enrichment activities at Paducah have recently been privatized under the
1992 Energy Policy Act and are now the responsibility of the United States Enrichment
Corporation (USEC) and its Management and Integration (M&I) contractor, Lockheed
Martin Utility Services, which employs 1,718 people in enrichment activities. An
additional 133 Bechtel Jacobs Company LLC employees and about 100 of their
subcontractors work for DOE’s Environmental Management and Enrichment Facilities
Program. DOE maintains a small site office administered by the Oak Ridge Operations
Office. The Paducah oflice of DOE has stewardship responsibility for a large residue of
depleted uranium hexafluoride that is contained in approximately 35,000 cylinders (more
than at any other DOE site) and for supervision of site monitoring, decontamination, and
restoration activities.

The Paducah SSAB faces several challenges in terms of the contextual factors that the
study has shown to influence development of a SSAB (mission, salience of the issues,
diversity, and previous civic engagement). Mission, to date, does not appear to have
posed problems such as those at other sites, where issues of concern to the community
related to continuing production, yet not within the board’s scope, have spilled over into
board discussions and relationships. Other factors, however, do pose a challenge to the
board’s development. A particular problem is the relatively low salience (i.e., central
importance) of issues to the community that makes it difficult to recruit and maintain
membership interest. In addition, a lack of previous community experience and
knowledge of DOE issues and government procedures provides a limited foundation in
collaborative problem solving. Paducah also reports to the Oak Ridge Office of DOE,
which introduces an additional set of decision makers who are not residents of the local
area.

Site activities achieved salience for the local population in the 1980s when it was
revealed that groundwater pollution from the plant was affecting the well-water supply of

PaducabGaseousDifision Plant 2 February1999



some local residents. This concern was assuaged by DOE providing alternative city
water supplies to the tiected properties. Attention was also focused on possible loss of
jobs at the plant in the mid- 1980s when it was under consideration for closure. The
continuing operation of uranium enrichment activities provides employment that is
valued by many in the community.

Current issues are the disposition of the cylinders containing depleted uranium
hexafluoride, migration of the contaminated groundwater towards the Ohio River, and the
Vortec waste vitrification process to convert solid waste into a glass product. However,

board members, DOE staff, and M&I contractor employees all agreed that these issues do
not seem to have attracted very much attention in the sumounding communities at large.
Although business and philanthropic civic organizations fiction in the are% there has
been limited political or environmental activism in the community, particularly in relation
to DOE activities. Paducah SSAB members who were interviewed reported that most of
the environmental interest that has occurred in the region seems to have been focused on
industrial pollution at Calvert Cily and forest management issues.

Prior to formation of the Paducah SSAB, DOE at Paducah had established two
organizations: a Neighborhood Council (established as a result of the well-water issues)
to keep local residents tiormed of plant activities that could affect the local are% and a
panel of regional academic advisors. The Neighborhood Council still functions under the
auspices of Lockheed Martin Utility Services and USEC. Although the Council is not a
DOEor Bechtel Jacobs organization, DOE or its M&I contractor attend meetings, answer
questions, and present regular updates of DOE activities at the site. These DOE and
community interactions provided limited experience in collaborative problem solving.
The SSAB provides a valuable opportunity for individual and community learning;
however, this learning process has started later than at some sites where a foundation of
citizen organization had already been laid. In Paducah, the majority of members have
had to become knowledgeable about the plant and government procedures and
regulations as well as developing effective working relationships with other members,
DOE, and the regulators, after becoming members of the board.

Board Composition

Recruitment represents a hybrid of organizational, demographic, and individual
approaches. The SSAB was setup using a working group (recruited largely through
advertisements and a mailing list) and a paid facilitator hired by DOE. This group
generated a charter for the SSAB and invited volunteers to join the board. Initially it was
proposed to recruit representatives from existing local area organizations; however, this
proved to be impracticable as there were not many such organizations interested in the
site management issues. It was therefore proposed that the board be recruited to be
representative of 15 demographic and interest categories such as county officials,
business persons, environmental activists, health professionals, ethnic minorities, and
union members. The process of establishing the board took ahnost one and a half years,
beginning in May of 1995. The board was chartered in September 1996 and held its first
official meeting in October 1996.
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Recruitment proved to be – and remains – a challenge, and five members of the working

group have continued to the present time as SSAB members. In particular, it has proven
difilcuk to recruit an elected public ofllcial to the board (the sole public official who was
a member at the time of the site visit in July has now resigned) or to retain the “
participation of the local business community. Recent recruitment has mostly been
through personal networking by current board members. Board meeting attendance is
uneven.

There is moderate diversity in demographics and viewpoints. At the time of the site visit,
the board consisted of 12 members – three were associated with the plant (one is a union
worker), eight were male, and one was black. Two members had contact with a network
in the environmental community. Two members were “plant neighbors” who were
personally affected by the well-water contamination that was discovered in the 1980s,
and three members lived across the river in southern Illinois, in close proximity to air
emissions from the plant.

Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus

Many of the participants expressed similar goals for the board, although these goals are in
no sense shared or arrived at by common process of deliberation or consensus.
Expressed goals were largely individual and community consciousness raising and
learning how to become an effective, independent advisor and watchdog for DOE. Both
DOE and the board members emphasized that the board was in an early stage of
development and had yet to generate a track record of shared achievements around which
members can coalesce.

The board’s charter calls for members to attempt to reach consensus on all issues and to
include dissenting views in its recommendations. At least three of the board’s five sets of
recommendations indicate consensus. However, a search for common areas of agreement
did not appear to be a priority for most members interviewed.

Internal Process and Functions

A number of functions must be M!illed for a group of people to work together
effectively, particularly when they are convened to represent different perspectives.
These include agenda building and issues management processes that emphasize
searching for common areas of agreement among diverse views; leadership, particularly
by the chair and/or executive committee; facilitation, both for meeting planning and
implementation and for brokering technical and interpersonal issues; team-building
processes, which may be formal or informal; and administrative and technical support,
including technical assistance to facilitate participation by non-technical members and
reduce members’ workload.
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Agenda Building and Issues Management

The development of an agenda that meets the priorities of the members and focuses the
work of the board makes an essential contribution to effectiveness. The Paducah SSAB’S
agenda is currently based on a 12-month rolling work plan that was developed at a
planning session held as part of a regular meeting. The current work plan contains 28
items, for which a dozen items carry expected board actions of reviewing documents,
monitoring, and advising “as appropriate.” Board members described it as “mostly a
hodgepodge.” The agenda for fhture meetings is reviewed and modified by the board at
each meeting. Members suggest issues for the agenda. Several issues proposed by one
of the co-chairs have been adopted, but in the absence of agreed-on criteria for
prioritization and a committee structure to promote follow through, prioritization seems
to be ad hoc.

The board does not have a differentiated committee structure, but, prompted by criticism
from one of the regulators, three individuals have recently adopted the role of “issue
managers.” These persons have agreed to take responsibility for researching and
monitoring issues on behalf of the board. This development provides an opportunity to
enhance the board’s focus. It also provides an opportunity to expand the number of
members who are knowledgeable about the issues and can bring different perspectives to
bear on them during focussed discussions. It also enables the board to use its leverage as
a SSAB to engage DOE more effectively.

As of July 1998, the board had issued five sets of recommendations to DOE, mostly
concerned with procedural issues of public information and consultation. In a May 5,
1998, recommendatio~ the SSAB proposed that DOE not use a “Finding of No
Significant Impact” (FONSI) determination pursuant to the Vortec Environmental
Assessment to proceed with the 30-day Vortec system demonstration, but instead develop
an Environmental Impact Statement that will include cumulative impacts from other
sources. No system is in place at this stage of the board’s development to track the status
of board recommendations and DOE responses.

Leadership

Key Ii.mctions of leadership for the advisory boards include emphasizing values;
searching for agreement maintaining the balance between technical and policy
orientations; setting a conducive atmosphere for work; and networking. The Paducah
SSAB does not have the benefit of strong unifying leadership to perform these essential
leadership fimctions, but has attempted to provide a balance of power between those who
oppose and those who support (or defend) DOE, by having two co-chairs.

The board appointed co-chairs are drawn from the opponents and supporters of DOE in
an effort to provide balance among different viewpoints. However, the polarization
persists. One co-chair is an articulate advocate of positions that are opposed to DOE
based on its past petiormance, particularly on issues of informing the public and issues of
governance; the other co-chair supports DOE and in fact is employed by the M&I
contractor. The chairs do not work directly with each other to establish a consensual
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agenda and do not interact outside of board meetings. One of the co-chairs has raised
conflict of interest concerns about the other’s employment by the M&I contractor. These
have not been filly resolved.

The Paducah SSAB has no executive committee to help plan strategy or to mediate
between the positions of the co-chairs. To date, no other formal leadership has emerged.

Facilifafion

The board has the benefit of a professional facilitator who has been involved in the
development of the SSAB from ‘thebeginning of the working group, although there is a
perception among some board members that he is too close to DOE and too distant from
the local community. The facilitator manages the meeting process well, keeping to
schedule, and ensuring that all who wished to be heard have ample opportunity to do so.
However, his attempts to expand his scope to play a mediator role, intervening outside of
meetings to regulate the tone of email exchanges, was perceived among some members
as exceeding his legitimate role. There appears to be no other person to fidfill the role of
acting as broker on interpersonal issues or differing interpretations of technical and policy
issues.

Team Building

The board has not engaged in any formal or organized team building activities such as
consensus training or group retreats, and has not conducted a self-evaluation. Such
techniques, especially when used in combination with self-evaluation, can help facilitate
the process of reflecting critically on successes and problems, providing self-correction
and redirection where needed, and promoting a sense of group identity and shared
purpose. One interviewee commented that members’ reported sense of isolation could be
alleviated by attendance at other SSABS’ meetings and discussion about processes used
effectively elsewhere.

Opportunities for informal social interaction are limited by the short meeting time – since
meetings are scheduled once a month in the evening, members do not have the
opportunity for interaction that is available to members of boards where meetings are
scheduled over a two-day period with an overnight stay. One member, however,
observed that DOE should make a greater effort to provide refieshrnents to members,
most of whom come to board meetings straight from work to contribute many hours of
volunteer time.

Most interviewees reported that the board essentially functioned more like a focus group
of concerned individuals and some commented on the limited communication among
members outside of board meetings. In this sense, the board maybe close to being a
“stable operating system,” but it is far fi-omoperating as an integrated team – one
interviewee emphasized the need for members and board officers to engage in discussion
of members’ roles and responsibilities and clarification of board goals. Team building
has not been enhanced by disputes between the co-chairs over conflict of interest
concerns.
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Administrative and Technical Suppoti

The board’s administrative and technical support has been provided by M&I contractor
personnel. Some members see this support as questionable; in response, DOE has
recently provided funding for the board to hire its own secretary and open its own office
space in premises not under the control of DOE or an M&I contractor.

There is no independent technical assistance presently available for the board. Members
have discussed the possibility of hiring a technical consultant to provide independent peer
review; however, no action has been taken, in part because of the difflcuhy of finding a
suitable candidate. The board apparently has not discussed hiring a technical assistant to
review technical documents, identi~ key issues, and prepare and distill tiormation to
help members get up to speed.

Process Summary

Observation of the meeting, combined with a review of the meeting minutes, indicate that
the quality of discourse and the ability of the board to effectively advise DOE is
constrained by several factors. Limited community experience with environmental
activism or participatory political processes reduces the available pool of potential board
members already possessing the skills necessary for the advisory board to operate
effectively – these skills are having to be learned more or less from scratch. The majority
of members has had no previous knowledge of DOE processes and procedures and is
unfamiliar with the technical and policy issues related to the site. As a resul~
introduction and detailed discussion of issues related to a particular topic often are left
primarily to one member who has more understanding of technical issues. Since this
member is opposed to DOE, the focus of discussion is what DOE is doing vvrong, rather
than working collaboratively as a group.

There is little awareness among board members about how to translate objections to DOE
actions (or inaction) into board recommendations to DOE. What is needed, and what is
perhaps emerging, is leadership that is capable of combining the two perspectives
represented on the board into a single agenda around which members can unite and on
which they can focus. The appointment of issue managers to monitor and provide
feedback to the board on key projects may help provide more balance in members’ ability
to contribute to board discussions. One interviewee also suggested that this process may
be aided by the facilitator encouraging members to voice their views.

Public Engagement

Outreach and Information Gathering

All participants in the SSAB process, be they members, DOE staff, or M&I contractor
personnel, agreed that the Paducah SSAB had not yet reached the state of operational
development that would enable it to engage in successfi.dpublic outreach. DOE staff
emphasized, however, that this would be essential for the board to be able to perform the
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role DOE envisaged for it. From DOE’s perspective, a group composed of individuals
who are not representative of and responsive to the public offers no substantial

improvement over existing mechanisms for individual public comment. This view is not
necessarily shared by DOE’s opponents on the board, who tend to regard their role as
more of a public watchdog or oversight committee at least as much as an advisory group
seeking consensual solutions.

The extent of seeking input and reporting back to civic organizations appears to be
limited. The board does not have an operational mailing list of interested individuals, a
newsletter, website, or public comment line.

Opportunities for Public Participation in Board Activities

Although board meetings are open to the public, attendance by non-members is almost
unheard of. There are no committee meetings in which the public can participate.
Indeed, given the difficulties encountered in recruiting members to the board, public
interest in participation maybe minimal unless or until some kind of precipitating event
occurs (such as the groundwater contamination issue in the 1980s).

DOE and Regulator Engagement

The environmental restoration program is the major concern of the DOE si~eoffice.
DOE has continued to provide support for the board processes, while expressing the view
(in common with board members) that the board is still in its formative stages and that its
true value remains a potential to be fidly realized. The site office has a limited number of
staff, and participation in the SSAB represents a proportionately larger effort than at
larger DOE sites.

DOE Level of Participation

DOE is represented at SSAB meetings by its most senior Paducah official as well as by
its Communications Department, although, because of other responsibilities, the senior
official cannot always attend meetings. He and his staff respond openly to questions and
requests for itiormation, while apparently taking care to keep relationships on an
appropriately formal level. An issue for some members is that the Paducah site is
administered by the Oak Ridge Operations Office and subject to an additional
bureaucratic layer. They believe that the local office has limited influence on many of
the key decisions related to budget and prioritization of projects.

Empowerment by DOE

DOE has attempted to balance the board’s desire for independence with agency
bureaucratic procedures and needs. In response to members’ concerns about undue DOE
influence, DOE has supported opening an office in separate premises and hiring a part-
tirne secretary who is not an M&I employee.
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DOE Responsiveness

At the time of the site visit, five sets of board recommendations had been issued (a sixth

onehassince beenissued). DOEinitially responded orallyto recommendations buthas
since begun responding in writing. There is a feeling among some members that DOE is
slow and not very explicit in responding to these substantive issues; this maybe
attributable, in part, to personnel changes at DOE. In addition to opening an office and
hiring a secretary, DOE has shown responsiveness by making changes in DOE
presentations, when some board members complained that DOE had previously
overwhelmed the board with technical presentations, described by one member as
“viewgraph culture,” the number and scope of technical presentations were reduced.

Role of the Regulators

The regulators who usually participate inboard meetings were not present during the
observation of the board meeting in July. Therefore it was impossible to observe the
level and type of interaction that usually occurs. Members gave mixed assessments of
the regulators’ role. Some observed that the State of Kentucky had strongly supported
establishment of a SSAB and that the state regulator had contributed, through his
criticism of the board, to the decision to appoint the issue managers.

Issues and Observations

Issues Raised by Members Concerning the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion
Plant SSAB

Although it has been in existence for two years, the board was frequently referred
to as being “in the early days.” Its real value was viewed as a potential one.

Several persons interviewed expressed concern about the board being polarized.

Several persons also highlighted a problem of lack of trust in DOE that prevents
the board from moving forward.

Some of the board members expressed strong concern about an appearance of
conflict of interest.

Uneven attendance by some members causes problems in continuity.

Several members expressed a sense of isolation and concern that decisions about
Paducah are made by the Oak Ridge Operations OffIce.
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Researchers’ Assessment of Primary Accomplishments and Challenges
Facing the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant SSAB

Accomplishments

The board provides a usefi.dmechanism for citizen input and information that was
not previously available. It may also be viewed as a prototype for community
dialogue, providing indirect benefit to the community as well as to DOE.

There is strong DOE support for the board processes.

Board meetings are well run by a professional facilitator who helps keep the
board moving forward.

The appointment of issue managers provides an opportunity to balance members’
knowi~dge levels and contributions,-as well as pr~~iding more focus on issues.

Challenges

+ Several contextual factors pose a particulm challenge for the Paducah board. In
particukw

- the absence of strongly salient issues results in difficulty in recruiting and
maintaining a high level of interest as well as obtaining feedback from the
community

– the community has very limited experience in public involvement particularly
in collaborative problem-solving approaches that provide a foundation for the
SSAB

– there is limited prior knowledge of DOE issues and government procedures.

+ There is limited awareness among members about how to leverage the board’s
legitimacy with DOE to affect DOE policy and procedures.

+ Lack of leadership to W@ competing agendas is a serious constraint.

+ The facilitator lacks legitimacy to fill the leadership gap.
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PANTEXPLANTCITIZENS’ADVISORYBOARD

Introduction

This report details the results from the Pantex portion of a U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) study that was initiated to understand factors contributing to the effectiveness of
the DOE local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) and to provide information usefi.d
for the boards and DOE in their’continuing efforts at improvement. The Overview report

that accompanies the individual site reports discusses findings across nine DOE sites and
provides background on the goals, methodology, and ration~e for the framework used in
the study. It also serves as a template for the findings presented in this site report.

The report for Pantex Plant Citizens’ Advisory Board (CAB) is thus structured according
to the six factors that were found to be important in assessing local SSAB effectiveness.
As emphasized in the Overview,the study was designed to assist DOE and the boards in
assessing how well the boards were fidfilling DOE’s basic purpose in establishing the
boards, and to provide information that would be usefid to DOE and the boards in
achieving this purpose. Specifically, DOE established the boards to obtain independent
consensus, policy advice and recommendations that drew on the range of local and
regional stakeholder perspectives. The underlying rationale was that advice that reflected
agreement among very different viewpoints would also be more likely to be acceptable to
nearby communities and thus would provide a firm basis for developing policies that
were not only technically sound but also could be implemented. Accordingly, the focus
of the study was on board processes that enhanced the boards’ ability to provide
independent, broadly based policy advice, rather than on the recommendations per se.

This report describes the Pantex Plant CAB as it was operating at the time of the
researchers’ visit in May 1998. The description is provided in terms of the six factors
found to contribute to board effectiveness (community context; board composition;
purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus; internal processes and fimctions; public
engagement; and DOE and regulator engagement). It begins by highlighting key features
of the site context that pose particular challenges facing the CAB. The two subsequent
sections discuss the board’s composition, including diversity of viewpoints represented
on the board, and the board’s sense of purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus.
The next section examines the board’s internal processes and functions, including how
board members accomplish agenda building, issues management and team building; how
facilitation, brokering, and leadership roles are taken and performed; and how
administrative and technical support is provided. The following section, on public
engagement, details the board’s effectiveness in providing opportunities for public
participation and in outreach and information gathering. The next section discusses the
relationship between the board and DOE, and between the board and site regulators. The
final section lists important issues that members mentioned and provides the researchers’
assessment of the accomplishments and challenges facing the CAB.
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As emphasized in the Overview, the purpose of this study is to provide an outsider’s
perspective, based on a review of boards across the complex, and to encourage the boards
to reflect on their own strengths and weaknesses and learn from one another’s
accomplishments and challenges.

Community Context

The Pantex Plant site is located approximately 17 miles northeast of Amarillo, Texas, in
the heart of the Texas Panhandle. The 16,000-acre site in Carson County is located
above the Ogallala aquifer. Amarillo is the home of several large industries (Levi
Strauss, Affiliated Foods, ASARCO, St. Anthony’s Health Systems, Burlington Northern
Santa Fe ~ Corporate Systems Ltd., IBP, Owens Corning, and Southwest Public
Service), a universi~ (West Texas A&M) and a community college (Amarillo); the
surrounding area is primarily ranchland. Amarillo is a small city of approximately
171,000 (metropolitan area approximately 215,000) population. The city has a
substantial Hispanic (14°/0)and black (5°/0)population. The area is known for its
conservatism and pro-business orientation. Median household income in 1989 was
$25,425.

Several aspects of the Pantex Plant and mission create a challenging context for the
development of a SSAB. Pantex is a DOE Defense Program (DP) site, actively involved
with nuclear weapons. In the past, the site assembled nuclear weapons and fabricated
chemical explosives for nuclear weapons in addition to its ongoing mission of nuclear
weapons disassembly; demilitarization, sanitation of weapon components from
dismantlement activities; and the interim storage of plutonium components from retired
weapons. DOE, Mason &Hanger (the managing and operating contractor), and the
community’s business leadership are aggressively seeking new defense missions for the
plant. Because of its DP rnissiou much of the plant’s activity remains classified. This
status makes many in the surrounding highly patriotic communities uneasy about pushing
too hard about site-related issues. The plant’s environmental management program is
small, compared to the DP program ($20 million compared to $275 million in 1997) and
has a relatively low profile.

Though more open than previously, when many of the area residents did not know what
was being done at the site, Pantex is not nearly as open to the public as the DOE
Environmental Management (EM) sites are. In addition, Pantex reports to the
Albuquerque Operations Office of DOE, which introduces an additional set of decision
makers who are not residents of the local area. Prior civic activity related to the site has
focused on opposition to its nuclear weapons activities. This opposition involved a
national and international network some of whose participants moved to the local area
specifically to further the anti-nuclear or peace cause. Diverse viewpoints are not well
represented in the public discourse of the community.

Although the area has a substantial number of business, cultural, and philanthropic civic
organizations, and does have League of Women Voters (LWV) and NAACP chapters,
there is limited tolerance for activism. This increases the difficulty of recruiting members
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who are able and willing to represent diverse views, particularly those critical of DOE.
This has placed a heavy burden on the relatively small number of organizations
representing environmental, ethnic, and governance interests relative to the Pantex Plant.

Although the Pantex Plant has been directly involved in weapons production, it has never
been involved in plutonium production or chemical processing. This has limited both the
extent and severity of the environmental problems at the site, though its continued work
with nuclear weapons components creates continuing concern about environmental and
public stiety and health. The site has a burning ground where explosives, explosive
components, and explosive-contaminated materials and waste are disposed through
controlled open burning. Community concerns focus on potential contamination of wells
and groundwater, airborne contamination and monitoring, and safe operations, handling,
storage, and shipment of the nuclear materials (including worker protection).

In 1990, DOE entered into an Agreement in Principle with the State of Texas. The
Agreement focuses on waste management, emergency response, and environmental
monitoring and restoration. The agreement involves four state agencies and four county
governments. In 1994, the EPA determined that the Pantex Plant was a Superfimd site
and added Pantex to the National Priorities List. The Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Commission (TNRCC) has RCIL4 regulatory oversight responsibili~ for
Pantex Environmental Restoration activities.

The Pantex Plant has high, and increasing local and national salience. It is the area’s
largest employer (about 3,600), and is playing a singular and important role in the
national weapons program. It has been the focus of anti-nuclear, peace protests for many
years, gaining national visibility as the origin of the “white trains” carrying nuclear
warheads assembled at the site. The environmental and good governance organizations
actively involved in Pantex issues at the local level over the past decade include the
Peace Farm, STAND, and STAR.

The economic impact of DOE activities on the local economy is exaggerated by the size
and geographic isolation of the local economic base. Potential adverse impacts on the
local economy from cutbacks at the site have high local salience and evoke a strong pro-
DOE response Ilom local business and political leaders. This creates tension with
environmental and peace groups, who are concerned that economic interests may prevent
the community from protecting its environmental, safety, and health interests.

The CAB is the only DOE-related community-based advisory body active in the local
area.

Board Composition

The CAB, was formed in response to stakeholder requests and with the direct
intervention by the Secretary of DOE (Hazel O’Leary). In 1993, when public meetings
sponsored by the Office of the Governor, DOE, and EPA were held to explore
community interest and support for a citizens’ advisory board to address Pantex issues,
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well over 100 residents participated from Amarillo – a very strong community
demonstration of interest. The Keystone Committee worked with the community and
DOE in 16 public meetings over a nine month period to determine the stakeholder
categories, ex-officio non-voting members, and purview of the board. The first board

meeting was held on May 10,1994. Although chartered in May 1994 under the SSAB
scope, the CAB’s scope was expanded to include all past, presen~ and fhture Pantex
Plant operations.

Recently, board membership has fluctuated between 14 and 17. In early 1998, the board
had 15 members and seven ex-officio members. The ex-officio members represent DOE,
EPA, and several state agencies (Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission,
The Texas Department of Health/Bureau of Radiation Control, the Governor’s Office,
and the State Attorney General’s OffIce). The original membership of the board was 20,
with nine ex-officio representatives. The board does not have representatives from local
government, and the by-laws explicitly prohibit members fi-omserving as formal
representatives of an organization. Although the board has experienced some difficultly
with recruitment and retention, it has succeeded in recruiting new candidates and was in
the process of reviewing and voting on new members at the time of the study. The
membership subcommittee oversees the process of recruiting new candidates, which is
governed by carefhl attention to selection criteria. Candidates are interviewed by the
board, recommended to the Designated Federal Official (DFO) by the board, and,
following DFO review and commen~ finally selected through a two-vote process of the
board. Consensus is required for selection of new members. There have been instances
where the caucuses have acted to block acceptance of proposed members.

The board has succeeded in maintaining participation by strong representatives of both
the local business community and the environmental/peace activist organizations. Board
members are,organized into caucuses, commonly referred to as the “boosters” and the
“critics,” which play an important role in board activities and tiormal processes.
Recently, tier extensive discussion, the board has included a number of “neutral”
members. The board uses a system of co-chairs, selected to balance viewpoints, which
means that one co-chair has been from each caucus over the history of the board.
Recruitment is a mix of the individual and organizational approaches, although members
serve as individuals rather than as representatives of an organization. Members are
selected from various categories, which are carefi.dly observed. Attention is paid to
gender balance and representation from the black and Hispanic population, and from
residents proximate to the site. Members include representatives from the Amarillo
economic development corporation, union site workers, site neighbors, area residents,
and activist groups.

The board is noteworthy for its success in maintaining the participation of minority
viewpoints, the role of caucuses, and for its adherence to a consensus process that was
designed specifically to prevent marginalization of minority viewpoints. However,
members note that the polarization of the board, as represented by the two caucuses, is a
barrier to productive work. The board’s inability to identifi topics of shared interest and
importance is a basis of continuing titration that has not been successfully addressed.
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Members attributed this situation to different causes. Some members expressed hope that
the recent addition of a “neutral” category will help provide a bridge between the two
opposing caucuses, although some expressed concern that the conservatism of the local
community might prevent public expression of diverse viewpoints. Others expressed
concern that the addition of neutral members would gradually marginalize minority
viewpoints. The new facilitation team is working with the co-chairs and the board on
these issues.

Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus

The scope, agenda, and purpose of the board have been topics of great focus and debate
since the original convening meetings. Although the board’s charter makes an explicit
commitment to a consensus process, which the board follows in making decisions of all
types, disagreements over priorities and purpose have not been resolved, and the CAB
has struggled to identi@ areas where it can work together to address shared issues and
identifi areas of common agreement. The inability to resolve the issues of focus and
priority has created a sense of frustration among board members, who recognize that they
have achieved only a limited ability to work together to address shared concerns and
provide clear advice to DOE or the ot%erex-officio members.

The CAB has revisited its by-laws and procedures several times, and spends a
considerable amount of time on process issues. The fimdamental structure of the board,
which is designed to provide balance between the two caucuses, is challenged by the pro-
business caucus on the grounds that it is proportionately unrepresentative of the
viewpoints of the community. The feasibility, and hence the value, of a board where
“tough” discussions among members with diverse and divergent viewpoints lead to the
identification or creation of areas of common agreement was not clear for many
members, who therefore do not understand the purpose and benefits of strong
representation of the diverse viewpoints. Indeed, attempting to forge areas of common
agreement from among diverse viewpoints has not become an organizing principle for the
board, and the importance of processes to prevent the marginalization of vie~oints is

continually challenged. Despite these difficulties, the board has maintained a balance and
an adherence to the consensus process that has kept both sides in the discussion. The
interviews indicated that some members feel that reflection on the process and
consequence of polarization is providing insight that may allow more constructive
engagement in the future.

Internal Process and Functions

A number of functions must be fi.dfilled for a group of people to work together
effectively, particularly when they are convened to represent different perspectives.
These include agenda-building and issues management processes that emphasize
searching for common areas of agreement among diverse views; leadership, particularly
by the chair(s) and executive committee; facilitation, both for meeting planning and
implementation and for brokering technical and interpersonal issues; team building
processes, which may be formal or informal; and administrative and technical support,
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including technical assistance to facilitate participation by non-technical members and
reduce members’ workload.
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Agenda Building and Issues Management

The development of an agenda that meets the priorities of the members and focuses the
work of the board makes an essential contribution to the board’s effectiveness. The
CAB’s agenda is set by the co-chairs, who work with the facilitators to arrange the
process of assigning issues to subcommittees and task forces. The board solicits
expressions of issues, upcoming decisions/activities, and needs from DOE and the other
ex-officio members as input to an annual process for developing a work plan. All
members work as a whole board to prioritize issues and areas of focus, which are then
grouped into categories. The co-chairs then assign these categories of issues to task
forces, creating new task forces if necessary. The task forces then determine how the
issues will be addressed and suggest a schedule, bringing this tiormation back to the
board. This intlorrnation is then organized into an annual work plan.

Task forces and subcommittees select their own chairs, who then work with the co-chairs
and facilitators to structure presentations and board meetings. Participation in task forces
and some subcommittees is open to members of the board and to the public, although the
chairs must be board members. As new issues emerge over the year, the work of the
subcommittees and task forces is modified based on board meetings and discussions with
the co-chairs. Focus is maintained by reference to the agreed-upon work plan and board
discussions, with recognition of the need to balance the interests of the opposing
caucuses. The facilitators help with this process. Issues are worked at the subcommittee
and task force level, which then bring recommendations to the whole board. If agreement
cannot be reached, the issue is referred back to the subcommittee or task force for fhrther
work, sometimes more than once.

Leadership

Key I%nctionsof leadership for the advisory boards include emphasizing values;
searching for agreement; maintaining the balance between technical and policy
orientations; setting a conducive atmosphere for work; and networking. Situations in
which co-chairs are required to provide a balance of power between opposing factions
make it very difficult for such leadership to emerge. Historically, much of the energy of
the co-chairs has been focused on managing the tensions between the two caucuses.
However, the new chair-co-chair combination is reported to be working well, and there is
hope that this will enable the board to be more effective in both its own and the
community’s eyes. Subcommittee and task force chairs organize and lead efforts to
articulate and analyze issues and bring proposed recommendations before the board. The
CAB does not have a formal executive board, although communication among the co-
chairs and the subcommittee and task forces chairs is fi-equent.

Facilitation

The board has always had professional facilitation support, considered essential to help
the board manage the tensions between the caucuses. Responding to a perceived problem
with the facilitation, but without consulting the board, in late 1996 DOE took the
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unilateral action of changing the facilitation team, explaining to the board that it felt it
was DOE’s responsibility to ensureeffective facilitation for the board. Controversy over
this action consumed much of the energy of the board for several months, and created a
significant challenge for the new facilitation team, who are faculty at the local university.
The board agreed to accept the new facilitation team on a trial basis, conducting an
evaluation of the facilitators at the end of every meeting. The facilitation team has been
working with the board, especially the co-chairs and chairs of the subcommittees and task
forces, to develop the agenda and structure for the board meetings and move forward.
The observed meeting was facilitated in an effective partnership between the facilitator
and co-chairs. The facilitator played an active role, reminded members of the importance
of politeness, and took the initiative to summarize the discussion, identi~ing potential
areas of agreement that the board could consider. The meeting ran to schedule.

The new facilitation team’s role with the CAB is evolving, but includes assistance with
agenda setting, meeting structure and process, and advice to board and subcornmitteehask
force chairs. It is too soonto tell what role the facilitation team will be able to play in
supporting informal communications among board members and with DOE and the other
ex-officio members. At this time it is also too soon to tell whether the facilitators will be
able to work effectively across the caucuses to mediate among board members on
interpersonal issues and between the board and DOE on interpretations of technical and
policy issues.

Team Building

Despite the extensive work during the convening period, CAB members generally
expressed little sense of the board as a team. Members’ affiliation was oriented toward
their caucus rather than the whole board. Members in the neutral category expressed a
sense of isolation, since they were not included as members of either of the two caucuses.
The board has not succeeded in developing informal positive relationships between
members in the two caucuses and has structured few opportunities for social interaction
outside of board meetings. The board conducted a day-long idorrnal retreat in 1995 to
address organizational issues and focus on interactions among board members, and it
held an orientation and training session on consensus in 1996. A recent field trip to Los
Alamos, several members noted, provided some positive opportunities for tiormal
interactions, though not enough to overcome the longstanding tension that has built up
between some members. The issue over the change in the facilitation and fiscal
management team (see below) hampered the facilitation team’s ability to assist
effectively with team-building activities, but this issue seems to have been moderated
over time, enabling the facilitation team to provide more assistance to the board and to
plan some team-building activities.

Despite considerable initial discussion about consensus decision-making and subsequent
training, current board members indicated that they do not share a common
understanding of or commitment to the consensus process. Although task forces and
subcommittees sometimes poll the members to determine their viewpoints, the board
does not regularly conduct a self-evaluation. The facilitators have provided feedback and
observations to the board on several occasions, and DOE has periodically discussed the
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board’s purpose and focus with them. New members receive an orientation packet from
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the office manager, with assistance offered by the co-chairs, facilitators, and office
manager to help them become familiar with the issues and the procedures of the board.

Administrative and Technical Suppoti

As part of the change in facilitation support, DOE also changed fiscal management for
the board to the local universip, which now tracks the board’s budget and provides
information to the board. The board has a fbll-time staff person who manages the CAB
office, which is located in downtown Amarillo. In addition, Mason& Hanger provides a
person to support the board and its activities. In the early days of the board, EPA also
provided a resource person to the board. Discussions indicate that the board places
considerable importance on its authority to control the hiring of support and technical
staff. Typical. administrative and technical support activities include staffing the CAB
office, performing day to-day administrative tasks, overseeing meeting logistics, keeping
the board’s records, and coordinating the various board functions. The records of the
board are in good order, and are kept at the board’s office in downtown Amarillo. The
board does not have anyone assigned specifically to provide technical assistance, though
it does have budget and scope to acquire independent technical consultants. For example,
at the observed meeting, the board had arranged a presentation by the consultants who
had reviewed the Rocky Flats monitoring program.

In addition to the controversy about facilitation and fiscal management suppo~ there has
also been a longstanding disagreement about the recording of board meetings: video,
audio, or only notes. Currently, the meetings are not recorded on video or audio tape.
The board members interviewed generally were withholding judgment about the new
support staff, though several noted the adverse impact on the board of the controversy
associated with the termination of the previous support staff.

Process Summary

Because the CAB has succeeded in retaining representation of the strongest community
voices regarding Pantex, it has the potential to provide consensus advice that identifies
common concerns, captures areas of agreemenL and reaches out to all aspects of the
community. Given the differences in perspective represented on the board, this would be
a significant achievement and could result in powerfid advice. Observation of the
meeting, combined with a review of the meeting minutes, indicate that the board has not
yet been able to focus on iinding this common ground, with the result that board
members report fi-ustration with their meetings and discussions. Disagreements about
agenda, focus, and purpose, which have been reflected in arguments about details, has
prevented the board from really digging into issues of interest to individual board
members, and has limited the board’s ability to provide consensus advice on substantive
issues. It should be noted, however, that the board ~ provided consensus advice to both
DOE and the TNRCC.

Board meetings are held once a month (except December) for approximately four hours.
The board experimented with meeting at different times of the day to allow the public to
attend, but adopted a mid-day time because of low public attendance. The observed
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meeting proceeded smoothly, with active participation by most members. Non-technical
staff participated filly in the discussions, which integrated technical and value-related
considerations. Interactions were civil and respectfid, though somewhat formal, with a

reminder given about politeness, when needed. Effective facilitation encouraged
adherence to the agenda and moving past points of disagreement. A round-robin of
updates from DOE and the other ex-officio members did not reflect an ongoing effort to
frame issues and problems in a way that would help the board develop a focused and
impactfhl agenda.

Public Engagement

Members’ discussions indicated that engagement of the public is not currently a top
priority of the board, in part because they are still struggling with internal relationship
building and communication issues. However, the board did commission a survey of
community values, completed in 1996. Also in 1996, the board prepared a fact sheet on a
site-related EIS for distribution to the public, and board members stied a booth at the
Pantex Community ~ormation Fair. The board does not publish a newsletter or an
annual report.

Although the board has not collected any specific data on board visibility, several
members commented that they did not believe many community residents knew about the
board. Despite the fact that the board was initiated in response to stakeholder requests
and the community expressed a high degree of interest at the initial meetings, board
meetings have not been well attended by the public. Board members viewed this with
mixed feelings; they did believe that the board should serve as a forum for information
exchange with the public, but many did not feel that the board had been fimctioning well
enough to fulfill this role effectively.

Outreach and Information Gathering

The board has a public outreach subcommittee, and there has been some discussion about
how the board should be encouraging ir&ormation exchange with the public. However,
few of the proposed activities have taken place. Ongoing outreach primarily occurs
through individual board members’ efforts to discuss board activities and issues with
their acquaintances and organizations. Some members have organizations to which they
regularly repoti, others discuss board activities with a more Mormal network of
acquaintances. The board has also demonstrated its willingness to contract for studies to
gather information about community attitudes and knowledge.

Opportunities for Public Participation in Board Activities

The CAB meetings are structured to allow public input as topics of interest to the public
are raised. In the observed meeting, a member of the public played a key role in raising
questions relative to the agenda topic and providing technical information to the board.
Information pertinent to the discussion and meeting was readdy available to non-board
attendees. However, directions to the meeting and signs identifying the location were not
posted for newcomers. Meetings allowed for comment both during specific comment

PantexPlant 11 February1999



-.. ..— — ..... . ..,.—— .. —.—.-— . . ..—-— -

periods and during discussions.

Task forces and some subcommittee meetings (which were not observed) are open to the
public, both for observatiordcomrnent and more active participation as a member of the
working group. The board meetings are advertised in the local newspaper (as well as the
Federal Re~”ster) and both board and committee meetings are advertised through a
mailing list and the caucus’s network.

DOE and Regulator Engagement

The board’s by-laws indicate that the board’s principal focus is to provide infiormed
advice to DOE but that it may also advise the other ex-officio members. The board has
provided advice to the TNRCC, and received responses from the TNRCC.

DOE Level of Participation

Although the DOE site manager originally attended the CAB meetings, this was no
longer the case at the time of the study. However, DOE representatives publicly express
strong support for the value of the board and fi.dfill their responsibility to have a
representative attend board meetings, though the individual serving this function has
varied over time. DOE and Mason & Hanger arrange for regular presentations to be
made to the board on a variety of topics in which the board has expressed interest – for
example, occurrence and monitoring reports – and have agreed to a scope for the board
that extends beyond environmental management. Board members have access to DOE
contacts, and DOE and its contractors have made themselves available to make
presentations to the board on a variety of topics. Board members reported no difficulty
arranging DOE/contractor presentations.

Empowerment by DOE

Board independence, an important issue for some members of the board, lies behind
some of the carefil procedures established to guide board operations and member
selection processes. However, board members have not hesitated to call upon DOE to
intervene on issues concerning process. Staff at the DOE Amarillo Area Office have not
hesitated to take action in response to these requests when they observe problems that are
affecting the effectiveness of the board (e.g., replacement of the facilitator), even when
they know that their actions will cause controversy. These actions indicate that DOE
does take responsibility for the effectiveness of the board. On the other hand DOE staff
do not appear to structure their interactions with the board to frame issues in a way that
makes clear how board advice could help DOE make decisions about important issues.
Board members and DOE representatives agree that DOE is prepared to provide support
to the board when it is needed.

DOE Responsiveness

The board’s relationship to DOE is ambivalent. The fact that the board was created as a
result of citizen initiative and Hazel O‘Leary’s intervention was mentioned by a number
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of members, though with opposing interpretations. Some board members believed that
the board did not (and perhaps should not) have a privileged relationship to DOE in terms
of access to information and acceptance of advice, noting that DOE regularly briefs and
consults with local governmental officials. Others commented that DOE did not bring
issues early, clearly, and comprehensively to the board. Still others commented that the
board’s relationship with DOE was improving and that they were making progress on
agreeing to roles that were mutually acceptable and obtaining the support they needed.

Some board members expressed frustration at the difficulty of obtaining clear and
responsive itiormation from DOE and the regulators. This may, in part be due to DOE’s
policy to treat any request for information that requires them to assemble data as a
Freedom of Itiormation Act (FOIA) request, requiring the board to submit a formal
FOIA request, unless DOE determines that the data would be valuable to itself. This
obviously slows down the Mormation exchange process and affects the board’s
perception of DOE responsiveness.

Board recommendations to DOE are sent as letters. Neither DOE nor the board
maintains a tracking system for board recommendations or Mormation requests and
responses. However, the board records show that DOE does provide written responses.
Review of the record indicates that some responses have been received several months
following DOE’s receipt of a recommendation, though the number of recommendations
has been sufficiently few that generalizations about response time can not be reliably
made.

Role of the Regulators

The CAB has a greater variety of ex-officio members than any other SSAB. All of the
ex-officio members except the TNRCC representative are located outside the region,
either in Austin or Dallas, which means that considerable effort is required for them to
attend board meetings. The board is authorized to, and does, provide advice to the state
regulators, particularly TNRCC. Board discussion indicated that instability within the
state regulatory agencies has ai%ectedtheir ability to participate consistently and to
represent agency positions clearly, particularly the TNRCC.

Board discussions and interviews indicated that the regulators have specifically requested
board advice and comment on issues, for example the continuance of air monitoring.
There is widespread agreement that the board and the regulators have had difficulty
developing a mutually satisfactory exchange of information and input. The board has had
difllcuky reaching consensus in time to provided input within the decision schedule of
the regulators. The board has also had difficulty formulating clear and strong Morrnation
requests and for holding the regulators accountable for providing the desired Mormation.
Review of board meeting minutes and interviews indicate that some questions have been
raised repeatedly over many months without a clear response by the agencies. The board
does not seem to have an effective mechanism to address these problems, which area
source of fiwstration for both board members and regulators.
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Issues and Observations “

Issues Raised by Members Concerning the Pantex Plant CAB

Fundamental disagreements and polarization of the board create frustrating
stalemates and limit the effectiveness of the board.

Site-related issues are not presented early, clearly, and comprehensively by DOE
or the ex-officio members, and the board has not coalesced on a shared agenda.

Recruiting, seating, and maintaining members has been difficult and frustrating.

The pro-business caucus (boosters) does not value the board or the viewpoint of
the “critics.”

The critics’ caucus has not been able or willing to attend to a focused set of
issues.

For all these reasons, the board has difficulty taking action in a timely way, and
providing recommendations or comments within ti-e decision time fr-me.-

Researcherss Assessment of Primary Accomplishments and Challenges
Facing the Pantex Plant CAB

Accomplishments

The community has fi.dfilled its desire to establish a SSAB, and has succeeded in
obtaining support for a SSAB from a DP site.

The board successfidly negotiated a charter and scope that was adapted to the
issues and characteristics of the site and its ongoing activities.

The board has succeeded in maintaining participation by strong representatives of
both the local business community and the environmental/peace activist
organizations and has succeeded in recruiting replacement members.

The board has survived several transitions in leadership, both within the board,
from DOE, and with their suppotifacilitation staff.

Expert and strong facilitation is essential, given the polarization of the board. “
This need has been recognized by both the board and DOE and the board has had
access to professional facilitators.

Challenges

+ Board members have had a hard time successfidly framing issues to obtain the
information and response they are seeking from DOE and the ex-officio members.
They do not appear to have mechanisms to identi~ these situations and raise them
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to DOE/the ex-officios as a board. Rather they remain as requests by individual
members.

+ The board has not succeeded in gaining widespread commitment among its
members to a search for areas of agreement, thus leading to a persistent sense of
conflict and lack of shared purpose that adversely afi?ectsboth formal and
informal interactions.

+ The mechanisms to protect against marginalization of the minority viewpoints
that the board has instituted are important, given the characteristics of the
community. However, unless a strong majority of board members understand and
accept the value and legitimacy of having these viewpoints represented, it will be
difficult for the board to develop the sense of shared purpose that is a prerequisite
for constructive dialogue.

+ The board faces a challenge in maintaining the participation of its members. It is
important for DOE and ex-officio members to continue emphasizing the value the
board can bring to their decisions and encouraging board members to focus on
seeking areas of agreement regarding issues important to upcoming decisions.

PantexPlant 15 February1999



PNNL-12139

. .

An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Local Site-
Specific Advisory Boards for U.S. Department of
Energy Environmental Restoration Programs:

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Judith A. Bradbury

KristiM, Branch

.

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

J%brua~ ,’1999



.-c . . ..-... - A —.-..—— ——. .. —. —- —.-— —.—

ROCKY FLATSCITIZENSADVISORYBOARD

Table of Contents

INTRODUCTION................................................................................................................... 1

COMMUNITYCONTEXT. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

BOARDCOMPOSITION........................................................................................................3

PURPOSE,GOALS,ANDCOMMITMENTTOCONSENSUS.,**.**.*.*..*.**.**..******...******.**..*.**.**...4

INTERNALPROCESSANDFUNCTIONS................................................................................ 4

Agenda Building and Issues Mmagement .............................................................. 5
Leadership ............................................................................................................... 5
Facilitation .............................................................................................................. 6
Team Building ........................................................................................................ 6
Administrative and Technical Support ................................................................... 6
Process Summary .................................................................................................... 7

PUBLICENGAGEMENT....................................................................................................... 7

Outreach and Information Gathering ...................................................................... 7
Opportunities for Public Participation in Board Activities ..................................... 8

DOE ANDREGULATORENGAGEMENT.............................................................................. 9

DOE Level of Participation .................................................................................... 9
Empowerment by DOE ........................................................................................... 9
DOE Responsiveness .............................................................................................. 9
Role of the Regulators .......................................................................................... 10

ISSUESANDOBSERVATIONS............................................................................................. 11

Issues Raised by Members Concerning the Rocky Flats CAB ............................. 11

Researchers’ Assessment of Primary Accomplishments and Challenges

Facing the Rocky Flats CAB ............................. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

RockyFlats ii February1999



ROCKYFLATSCITIZENSADVISORYBOARD

Introduction

This report details the results from the Rocky Flats portion of a U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) study that was initiated to understand factors contributing to the
effectiveness of the DOE local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) and to provide
information useful for the boards and DOE in their continuing efforts at improvement.
The Overview report that accompanies the individual site reports discusses findings
across nine DOE sites and provides background on the goals, methodology, and rationale
for the i%ameworkused in the study. It also serves as a template for the findings
presented in this site report.

The report for the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) is thus structured
according to the six factors that were found to be important in assessing local SSAB
effectiveness. As emphasized in the Overview, the study was designed to assist DOE and
the boards in assessing how well the boards were fulfilling DOE’s basic purpose in
establishing the boards, and to provide information that would be usefid to DOE and the
boards in achieving this purpose. Specifically, DOE established the boards to obtain
independent, consensus, policy advice and recommendations that drew on the range of
local and regional stakeholder perspectives. The underlying rationale was that advice
that reflected agreement among very different viewpoints would also be more likely to be
acceptable to nearby communities and thus would provide a firm basis for developing
policies that were not only technically sound but also could be implemented.
Accordingly, the focus of the study was on board processes that enhanced the boards’
ability to provide independent broadly based policy advice, rather than on the
recommendations per se.

This report describes the Rocky Flats CAB as it was operating at the time of the
researchers’ visit in August 1998. The description is provided in terms of the six factors
found to contribute to board effectiveness (community context; board composition;
purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus; internal processes and functions; public
engagemen~ and DOE and regulator engagement). It begins by highlighting key features
of the site context that pose particular challenges facing the CAB. The two subsequent
sections discuss the board’s compositio~ including diversity of viewpoints represented
on the board, and the board’s sense of purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus.
The next section examines the board’s internal processes and fimctions, including how
board members accomplish agenda building, issues management, and team building; how
facilitation, brokering, and leadership roles are taken and performed; and how
administrative and technical support is provided. The following section, on public
engagement, details the board’s effectiveness in providing opportunities for public
participation and in outreach and information gathering. The next section discusses the
relationship between the board and DOE, and between the board and site regulators. The
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final section lists important issues that members mentioned and provides the researchers’
assessment of the accomplishments and challenges facing the CAB.

As emphasized in the Overview, the purpose of this study is to provide an outsider’s
perspective, based on a review of boards across the complex, and to encourage the boards
to reflect on their own strengths and weaknesses and learn from one another’s
accomplishments and challenges.

Community Context

Officially known as the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, Rocky Flats is
located approximately 16 miles northwest of Denver, Colorado (1990 population:
467,610) and about 12 miles north of Boulder City (1990 population: 83,312). The site is
a 350-acre industrial are% surrounded by a buffer zone of 6,100 acres. Area growth has
resulted in the spread of suburban development toward the site. There are seven
contiguous local governments. Although the nearby metropolitan area is
demographically diverse, population in these nearby jurisdictions is primarily white.

Several aspects of the Rocky Flats site and mission provide a favorable context for the
development of a SSAB: scope and agenda are focused on cleanup and closure; the
issues are salient, with key dimensions already articulate prior civic activity, including
DOE-related activity, has laid a foundation for public involvement; and there is sufficient
diversity and organizational activity to provide a broad base for recruitment of members
with diverse views.

Currently, the sole mission of the site is cleanup, waste management, decommissioning,
and closure. Weapons component production – Rocky Flats’ former mission – ceased in
1989. The site was designated as an Accelerated Closure Site in 1997. Under this pilot
program, the site receives its funds from a special account and cleanup is scheduled for
completion in the 2006 to 2010 time frame.

When weapons component production ended, the site retained a large inventory of
plutonium and highly enriched uranium in a variety of forms, some of which pose high
risks and are not suitable for extended storage. Work is well advanced on treating
plutonium solutions; uranium solutions have been shipped off-site. Other key tasks to be
undertaken that pose a threat to the environment include plutonium soils cleanup;
groundwater containment; and the decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition of
over 100 buildings associated with former production activities.

Site activities have high local, regional, and national salience (i.e., central importance).
Rocky Flats gained national prominence in 1989 when an FBI raid occurred. This event
and subsequent disclosures about the extent of contamination problems served as awake-
up call for neighboring jurisdictions and their inhabitants. Regional chapters of
environmental organizations that have been actively involved in Rocky Flats issues over
the past decade include the Sierra Club, Greenpeace, and Physicians for Social
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Responsibility. The site has been the location of highly publicized peace demonstrations,
engaging several regional groups with national afllliations.

There is national, state, and local agreement on the cleanup and closure mission, and

DOE is bound by the collaborative Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, signed by DOE,
EPA, and the State of Colorado in 1996. Although approximately 3600 workers are
currently employed at the site, the economic impact of DOE activities on the local
economy is moderated by the diversity of the regional economic base. Potential
environmental impacts and future site uses (including shipment of all wastes off site),
however, are of high salience for the surrounding population and raise contentious issues
for nearby local governments; for the State of Colorado; and for local, regional, and
national activist groups. Local jurisdictions, which are differentially tiected by potential
air and groundwater contamination, have different stakes in the level of cleanup and have
conflicting views on how the site should be used following closure. Differing views are
also evident on the issue of removing TRU and other wastes: off-site shipment is strongly
supported by state and local governments, but is opposed by the peace movement.

The CAB is only one of several DOE-related groups active in the local area. In addition
to the direct, active involvement of nearby local governments, the Rocky Flats Local
Impacts Initiative (RJ?LII),which was formed in 1991, works with DOE to mitigate
socioeconomic impacts of the changed site mission. The RFLII includes representatives
from surrounding jurisdictions, business, and interest groups.

Board Composition

Formation of a citizen board to improve public involvement in the cleanup of federal
facilities, recommended by the Federal Facilities Dialogue Committee (Keystone
Committee) in 1993, was supported by the State Governor and the local Congressman
who requested the Colorado Department of Health and EPA Region VIII to jointly work
together in its formation. This approach was favored by area citizens, who had pressed
for establishment of a citizens’ advisory board to represent community views on a
broader set of issues than those examined by the RFLII. The CAB was established as a
nonprofit, 501(c)(3) organization in November 1993 and subsumed in 1994 under the
umbrella Environmental Management Site-Specific Advisory Board, for purposes of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). It is the only local SSAB structured as a
nonprofit organization, and several aspects of the board’s development and independent
status continue to influence board operations and its interactions with DOE.

At the time of the site visit in the summer of 1998, the board was composed of 16
members and was seeking additional recruits (seven new members have since joined the
board). The membership range has been 15-25, with a goal of 25. Initially, EPA and the
State of Colorado selected a core group of six to select members. Members are now
selected by the board, on the recommendation of the membership committee. The board
was broadly representative of the community in terms of demographics and viewpoints,
although perhaps with limited representation of business viewpoints. Members included
representatives from two local governments, union site workers, and activist groups, as

RockyFlats 3 February1999



well as a variety of other citizens. The chairperson was a member of the Rocky
Mountain Peace Center (anew chair has taken office since the site visit and the former
chair is now the vice chair).

Recruitment is a mix of the individual and organizational approaches. Members are
selected from various categories, drawing on community organizations and interest
groups. Categories are carefi.dly observed (academic, business, health care,
environmental and public interest, Rocky Flats employees, and community and local
government representatives). In addition, individual attributes are also emphasized, with
particular attention to the candidate’s time availability, ability to contribute to the work of
the board, and also a commitment to work towards consensus.

The study found that, although disputes over scope and agenda are less severe at sites
whose primary mission is cleanup, there are nevertheless issues at most sites that have the
potential for polarizing the board. An effective strategy is to focus on issues that have the
potential for gaining broad agreement and to delay addressing polarizing issues either
indefinitely or at least until the board is sulliciently sturdy to survive the disagreement.
At Rocky Flats, a latent issue has been the planned off-site shipment of TRU wastes to
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico. The board has only recently
begun to discuss the various aspects of this issue.

Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus

The board presented a unified sense of purpose and searches for areas of agreement
among diverse views. Members expressed pride in their ability to provide an
independent perspective on site activities. Although several members referred to the
changes in emphasis that have occurred as new members have joined the board, members
generally agreed on the need for a watchdog role in relation to site activities and were
committed to applying community values to site decisions and issues. Several members
pointed with pride to their role in working with others in the community to persuade
DOE to agree to fired an independent review panel on site cleanup levels for soil (interim
levels agreed to by the regulators and DOE were perceived to be higher than levels set for
other sites). The board’s very strong commitment to consensus permeated both the board
meetings and the interviews with members. The search for common areas of agreement
appeared to be a central focus of @e board’s work.

Internal Process and Functions

Board processes operated very smoothly. Provision had been made for the various
fictions that support effective discourse. In combination with the diversity of
viewpoints represented on the board, the successfid performance of these fimctions
contributed to the effectiveness of the discourse that was demonstrated during the board
meeting. These functions include agenda-building and issues management processes,
team building, leadership, facilitation, and administrative and technical support.
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Agenda Building and Issues Management

Agenda-setting is initiated during the summer, when EPA and the State of Colorado are
invited to provide a list of activities that they would like the CAB to consider. DOE is
also asked to present its list of priorities to the board. The board’s subcommittees (called
focus groups) also submit suggestions. CAB members, members of the public, ex-ofllcio
members, and DOE are surveyed to determine their top ten issues from this consolidated
list. Members vote on a final list at the board’s annual retreat, and the results are
recorded in the board’s annual work plan. Issues are divided between “tracking” issues,
which are assigned to support st@ for monitoring, and focus areas, which are delegated
to board committees (termed focus groups) for detailed evaluation and discussion. In
addition, as new issues emerge over the year, committees may wish to add or change
their tasks; suggested changes may be discussed among the committee chairs. The
board’s overall focus is maintained by reference to the agreed-upon work plan, supported
by the itiormal networking process and values commitment among core members to the
Keystone process.

In dividing issues between tracking and focus issues, the board attempted to resolve a
common problem among all of the boards – how to strike a balance between detailed
study of a few issues and less detailed review of a wide variety of issues that are
important to the community. However, the problem appeared not to have been resolved
in view of concern expressed about the board’s tendency to stretch itself too thin rather
than selecting and concentrating on a few, key issues. Since the site visit the board
suspended the focus group meetings for a period of six months so that the whole board
could spend time working on a vision for the CAB. To accomplish this, the board is
meeting twice a month and devoting the entire meeting to discussion of this topic.

Leadership

Effective leadership that focuses on enhancing the effectiveness of board discourse and
the interest of the board was clearly in evidence. The chair has played a key role in
filling the various leadership functions – placing a priority on enhancing the board’s
effectiveness, emphasizing values, searching for agreement, and maintaining the balance
between technical and policy orientations; setting a conducive atmosphere for work and
networking. He was strongly supported by a group of core members who formed the
executive committee (chair, vice-chair, secretary, and treasurer) and who were very
committed to the values espoused in the Keystone Committee report.

Leadership was reflected in the behaviors demonstrated in the board meeting that was
attended and also in the minutes of previous meetings. For example, the chair placed

particular emphasis on encouraging articulation of, and attention to, all viewpoints and
stood back from pushing his own personal views. Technical and policy orientations are
balanced. The board focus is guided toward attempting to reach agreement ifiormally
taking the pulse of members prior to bringing an issue to the board, and referring issues
back to committee for further work where agreement is not present. Interactions with the
public indicated respect for public input (see section on public engagement, below).
Comments from other members indicated the extensive informal nelsvorking that
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underlies board decisions and also the ability of the chair to take off his “organizational
hat” indiscussiom with the board.

Facilitation

Observation of the CAB August meeting showed that the meeting was facilitated in an
effective partnership between the independent facilitator (hired by the board) and
chairperson. The facilitator managed the meeting process, while referring final decisions
about schedule changes or substance to the chair and the board. Members were reminded
that respect for one another should be the “bottom line” for interactions among board
members and between the board and public attendees (this was stated upfront and
reaffirmed during the meeting). The meeting ran to schedule.

The facilitator’s role at Rocky Flats was limited to meeting facilitation. Other persons
are available to fulfill the broker role that is part of the facilitator’s job at some sites. A
key actor in this important, behind-scenes work is the lead administrator/technical
assistant who mediates among board members on interpersonal issues and among board
and DOE on interpretations of technical and policy issues.

Team Building

Board members acknowledged the importance of team building, both in establishing and
maintaining a shared sense of purpose and board identity. Promoting a shared sense of
purpose was singled out as a particularly important task for the board as membership
changes. Team-building processes are also important in facilitating the Mormal
networks that enhance group effectiveness. And, as one member noted, the social
interactions forged during the early years helped the board “get through tough times and
difficult discussions.”

New members undergo an orientation process that includes provision of two information
notebooks, one about the site and the board – its history and procedures – and one that
includes a list of all previous board recommendations and DOE responses. New
members also participate in a 90-minute discussion of key features such as agency
relationships, consensus decision making, and overall board structure and fimctions. The
annual retreat is designed as a key part of the tearn-buildmg process. It provides also an
opportunity to develop the coming year’s work plan and to assess fhture directions. The
board undertakes a self-evaluation as part of this process – to help members reflect on
what they have achieved, what is working and not working, and where changes maybe
needed. Training in consensus decision making was provided during the early years of
the board and, most recently, earlier this year.

Administrative and Technicai Support

Support is provided by a four-member team, hired by the board, that addresses the fill
range of support tasks. These include staffing the CAB office, including response to
citizen hotline calls; performing day-to-day administrative tasks; overseeing meeting
logistics; keeping the board’s records; and coordinating the various board fimctions. The
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lead administrator has played a particularly key role in providing technical assistance (in
addition, as noted above, to fidfilling a mediator fimction). In this role, he distills,
synthesizes and summarizes information for members; explains technical issues; and
provides mentoring where needed. In fulfilling this function, he has been able to lessen
the workload on members and to facilitate non-technical members’ understanding and
contribution to discussions.

All of the persons interviewed spoke very highly of the support staff and expressed
appreciation for the multifaceted support provided. They praised, in particular, the staffs
dedication and sensitivity to their support role in ensuring smooth operation of board

functions and simpli~ing members’ tasks. The high quality of the support was also
reflected in the record of board activities – meeting minutes, hi-weekly updates, and other .
records are detailed, precise, and understandable.

Process Summary

The diversity of the board, in combination with the commitment to consensus that
underlay the effective performance of the key board fi.mctionsdiscussed above,
contributed to the effectiveness of the discourse that was observed during the meeting.
These factors also contributed to the ability of the board to provide advice that articulated
the implications of technical issues in terms of values and reflects diverse public views,
as shown in its recommendations.

Board meetings are scheduled one evening per month for approximately four hours.
During observation of the August meeting, the discourse proceeded in a smooth,
unhurried manner, with a high proportion of time spent on substantive discussion. There
was active participation by most members, including two new members – one
interviewee observed that there was an unspoken agreement that members prepare for the
meetings. Interactions were very civil and respectfid, with a reminder given to a member
of the public, when needed. Effective facilitation and the leadership role of the chair, as
noted previously, emphasized and encouraged articulation of different views and a focus

on reaching agreement.

Public Engagement

Members’ discussions indicated that engagement of the public is high on the board’s
agend~ and board members expressed a strong sense of its responsibility to the public.
One member, for example, observed that the board’s legitimacy is derived from the
community. There was general agreement that the board serves as a forum for expression
of public views and the board’s activities demonstrate interest in both providing outreach
and in developing better understanding of public views through community and opinion
surveys.

Outreach and Information Gathering

The extent of seeking input and reporting back to civic organizations by members is
variable, depending both on the individual and whether he or she has a discrete group
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with which to interact. The administrative staff is responsible for outreach and
itiormation-gathering, under the direction of an outreach committee that meets on an ad
hoc basis,

Regular outreach activities include:

+ Advertisements of monthly board meetings and announcements in the local
community events section of local newspapers

+ Mailing list of approximately 650 persons, who receive a monthly postcard listing
committee (focus group) meetings and topics to be discussed in the upcoming
board meeting

+ Distribution of a quarterly newsletter to 3,500 regular recipients and, periodically,
to every household in a targeted area

+ Website, updated regularly

+ 24-hour public comment line.

At the time of the site visit the board had just approved developing a speakers’ bureau to
give presentations about the CAB to community organizations. Plans for a community
forum were put on hold, pending experience with the speakers’ bureau and stronger
expressions of interest and support by board members. In addition, the board hired two
summer interns to help develop formation targeted to residents who have recently
moved into the area and who may have concerns about the safety of the site. The interns
were developing an eight-page booklet on the history, impacts, and monitoring activities
at the site that is designed to address residents’ question, “Is it stie to live around Rocky
Flats?” They were also completing a series of fact sheets on contaminants of concern.

The board takes seriously its responsibility to learn about public views. A Community
Needs Assessment, conducted in 1996, examined the concerns and wishes associated with
Rocky Flats that were held by local residents. More recently, the board completed a
survey of public awareness of the board in an area near the site. The smvey gathered
information about awareness, perceptions of risk, and sources of information about the
site as well as awareness of the CAB and the degree to which respondents wished to be
involved inboard activities. Wormation gathered in these surveys about issues of
concern will be used to help target informational products more effectively.

Opportunities for Public Participation in Board Activities

Several actions were taken during the board meeting to indicate that the public’s input
was valued. Information was readily available, although directions to the meeting were
not posted for newcomers. Meetings allowed for comment both during specific comment
periods and during discussions. Public views were woven into the overall dialogue. One
member observed that he had learned to appreciate the chairperson’s emphasis on
addressing every public comment, no matter how trivial, as away of demonstrating the
value of including the public.
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Committee meetings (which were not observed) are open to the public. Meetings are
advertised through a mailing list (see below).

One non-board member commented favorably on the long-term value of the board to the
community. In her view, the board had contributed to an effective learning process on
the part of the public and DOE and the regulators – a learning process in constructive
dialogue that extended beyond the board itself.

DOE and Regulator Engagement

DOE Level of Participation

The relationship between the DOE site office and the board is complicated at Rocky Flats
by the existence of two groups (FWLIIas well as the CAB) that are funded by DOE and
by the independent status of the CAB. The two DOE groups have different orientations
and viewpoints, which contributes to DOE’s stated position that it views the CAB as one
of a number of community groups from whom it obtains input.

Responsibility for the board is delegated, as at other sites, to the Communications
Department. The Site Manager rarely attends meetings, but has met with the executive
committee. A representative of senior management attends regularly, although there has
been turnover in fulfilling this role. At the observed meeting, the DOE representative
responded openly to questions. Although, information provided by the persons
interviewed indicated that the engagement of upper management appears to have been
limited, other DOE and contractor staff (mid-level managers and communications staf~
have been very supportive of, and interact frequently with, the CAB. These persons have
provided considerable time and resources in meeting board needs.

Empowerment by DOE

The board is the most independent of all SSABS, being the only board established as a
nonprofit organization. The board has its own office and hires all of its own staff,
including administrative, technical and support staff. Members expressed pride in this
independence and the ability it provides to offer a critical perspective on DOE activities
and fi-amework.

DOE Responsiveness

Board recommendations to DOE are produced in a clear, standard format. The board
does not maintain a formal matrix but tracks recommendations and responses, although
there was no policy in place to deal with delay or non-receipt of responses. A summary
of recommendations is listed in the annual report.

Responsiveness to board needs by communications staff was appreciated by the
members. However, several members expressed concern that positive feedback fi-om
upper DOE site management was less than expected. One member expressed
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disappointment that the board had been unable to achieve its larger goal of “sitting down
and having an honest discussion” with DOE. Several commented that the lack of positive
reinforcement and the perceived perfunctory nature of DOE response caused them to
question the value of their contributions – even to the extent of causing some members to
withdraw. However, some noted that DOE had been making an effort to improve
responsiveness in recent months, both in terms of speed of response and also in
explaining why board advice may not be taken.

Despite these tensions, both board and DOE discussions indicated similarities in
assessment of the board’s achievements. There was awareness that the challenges posed
by an activist board to the DOE way of doing business, though painful at times, had
nevertheless had some very positive results for the community. Members primarily
emphasized the role of the board in opening the ir&ormation process – of obtaining
information and distilling it so that the broader public could give more meaningfid input.
A DOE official emphasized the role played by the board in forcing the agency to re-
examine its assumptions and to take into account issues that the agency would otherwise
have overlooked. This person emphasized that both DOE and the community at large
had benefited from the example set by the CAB for community discourse. DOE had
learned to take into consideration and interact more effectively with the public, while the
community had learned how to participate effectively on policy issues.

Role of the Regulators

Relationships with the regulators at Rocky Flats are influenced by the collaborative
approach between EPA, the State of Colorado, and DOE that is specified in the Rocky
Flats Cleanup Agreement. The regulators appeared to work closely together.

The board’s by-laws allow for recommendations to be provided to both regulators and to
DOE. However, a review of the 15 recommendations itemized in the 1997 annual report
indicates that only one recommendation was addressed and responded to by regulators
(state regulator).

Both regulators (especially the state regulator) participated actively in the discussion
during the board meeting, although their primary role appeared to be limited to providing
information. As noted by one person who was interviewed, this reflected the board’s
preference that officials only speak “officially.”

As with DOE, input from the board is regarded as only one source of input. At the state
level, for example, the Governor listens to other community inputs, especially from local
ofllcials. Informal interaction occurs between meetings, especially with the State
regulator. The executive committee recently met informally with both regulators to
discuss their roles and participation at board meetings.
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Issues and Observations

~ Issues Raised by Members Concerning the Rocky Flats CAB

+ Several members raised the issue of the disappointing relationship with upper
DOE site management.

+ An additional concern, which was noted as being one that may increasingly tiect
all of the boards was the difficulty of maintaining a shared sense of purpose as
membership changes – many of earlier recommendations may not be acceptable
to current members.

+ Also an issue was the difficulty in recruiting new members (however, the board
seems to have been successfid in overcoming this difficulty in its most recent
recruitment effort).

+ Improving public engagement is an issue of continuing concern.

Researchers’ Assessment of Primary Accomplishments and Challenges
Facing the Rocky Flats CAB

Accomplishments

+ The board is notable for members’ commitment to consensus and the
effectiveness of its processes. The value of diversity in membership, combined
with commitment to searching for agreement, and effective leadership, facilitation
and team building is demonstrated in the quality discourse among members. A
core group of members is committed to fidfilling the purpose of the SSAB
Initiative.

+ AMIough members expressed some disappointment concerning their relationship
with DOE, the board appears to have had a positive influence on interactions
between the public and DOE.

+ The board is very aware and committed to fulfilling the board’s responsibility to
the public.

Challenges

+ Several persons referred to a negative perception of the CAB as an activist
organization, perhaps stemming from its origin as an independent organization,
with broad representation of citizen views.

+ Engaging upper DOE management and the regulators appears to be a continuing
challenge.
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SAVANNAH RIVER SITE
CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD

Introduction

This report details the results ilom the Savannah River Site portion of a U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) study that was initiated to understand factors contributing to the
effectiveness of the DOE local Site-Specific Advisory Boards (SSABS) and to provide
information useful for the boards and DOE in their continuing efforts at improvement.
The Overview report that accompanies the individual site reports discusses findings
across nine DOE sites and provides background on the goals, methodology, and rationale
for the fhrnework used in the study. It also serves as a template for the findings
presented in this site report.

The report for the Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) is thus structured
according to the six factors that were found to be important in assessing local SSAB
effectiveness. As emphasized in the Overview, the study was designed to assist DOE and
the boards in assessing how well the boards were lilfilling DOE’s basic purpose in
establishing the boards, and to provide information that would be usefi.d to DOE and the
boards in achieving this purpose. Specifically, DOE established the boards to obtain
independent, consensus, policy advice and recommendations that drew on the range of
local and regional stakeholder perspectives. The underlying rationale was that advice
that reflected agreement among very different viewpoints would also be more likely to be
acceptable to nearby communities and thus would provide a firm basis for developing
policies that were not only technically sound but also could be implemented.
Accordingly, the focus of the study was on board processes that enhanced the boards’
ability to provide independent, broadly based policy advice, rather than on the
recommendations per se.

This report describes the Savannah River Site CAB as it was operating at the time of the
researchers’ visit in March 1998. The description is provided in terms of the six factors
found to contribute to board effectiveness (community conte~, board composition;
purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus; internal processes and fi.mctions; public
engagemen~ and DOE and regulator engagement). It begins by highlighting key features
of the site context that pose particular challenges facing the CAB. The two subsequent
sections discuss the board’s composition, including diversity of viewpoints represented
on the board, and the board’s sense of purpose, goals, and commitment to consensus.
The next section examines the board’s internal processes and fimctions, including how
board members accomplish agenda building, issues management, and team building; how
facilitation, brokering, and leadership roles are taken and pefiorme~ and how
achninistrative and technical support is provided. The following section, on public
engagement, details the board’s effectiveness in providing opportunities for public
participation and in outreach and information gathering. The next section discusses the
relationship between the board and DOE, and between the board and site regulators. The
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final section lists important issues that members mentioned and provides the researchers’
assessment of the accomplishments and challenges facing the CAB.

As emphasized in the Overview, the purpose of this study is to provide an outsider’s
perspective, based on a review of boards across the complex, and to encourage the boards
to reflect on their own strengths and weaknesses and learn from one another’s

accomplishments and challenges.

Community Context

The Savannah River Site is located approximately 20 miles from August% Georgi% in a
rural area of South Carolin~ bordering the Savannah River. Workers are dispersed over
a wide are% including small rural conununities surrounding the site. Nearby urban areas
include Augus@ Georgia (1990 city population: 44,639), North August% South Carolina
(1990 city population: 15,351) and Aiken, South Carolina (1990 city population: 19,872).
The area affected by the site extends to two states (South Carolina and Georgia) and
includes six counties: Aiken, Barnwell, and Allendale in South Carolin~ and Columbir+
Richmond, and Burke Counties in Georgia. The population in the six-county area is
primarily white, but with a relatively high proportion of Aliican Americans.

Approximately 14,000 people are employed at the site, making it one of the largest
employers in South Carolina. The site has played a major role in national defense. In
addition to remediation, site activities include production, waste processing and
management of a variely of nuclear materials. The environmental and sdety issues
associated with the site are great and highly salient (i.e., of high importance). The
Savannah River Site’s original mission was production of materials used in fabrication of
nuclear weapons, primarily tritiurn and plutonium-239. Five reactors and support
facilities, including chemical separation facilities, or “canyons;’ were built on site.
Although the reactors are no longer operating, several on-going production activities
continue (production of plutonium-238 for deep space probes and tritium unloading,
mixing, and loading). Future missions include fabrication of mixed oxide fiel (mox)
from decommissioned nuclear warhead material and, potentially, plutonium disposition.
Waste management activities include the Defense Waste Processing Facility, which will
vitrify the 35 million gallons of high-level waste currently stored in tanks on site. Two
research centers are also located at Savannah River – a timber and forestry research
center operated by the U.S. Forest Service and an environmental research center operated
for DOE by the Universi~ of Georgia.

A primary factor that has posed a challenge to development of a local SSAB at some sites
has been lack of agreement on scope and agenda. Disagreement is especially likely to
arise at sites where DOE’s mission includes current production (including weapons-
related) and waste processing activities as well as environmental cleanup. At the
Savannah River Site, although potential water contamination is of concern to downriver
communities, the site’s continuing and fi.kuremission has not been subject to
controversy, and hence has not affected the CAB’s ability to develop its scope and
agenda.
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A particular challenge for the CAB has been the limited interaction between DOE and the
community. Until recently, site activities were shrouded in secrecy. Regional activism
related to environmental justice issues is evident. However, the culture is generally
conservative, and local environmental activists opposed to DOE nuclear activities and
with links to national movements do not appem to have gained widespread local support.
The CAB has therefore had little foundation for embarking on the collaborative problem-
solving approach envisaged for the SSAB Initiative. As one observer commented, “The
board was the first attempt of DOE to break out into openness.” The CAB maybe
viewed as a prototype for community dialogue, providing indirect benefit to the
community as well as to individual members and DOE.

Board Composition

The CAB, which has 25 members, held its first meeting in 1994. A public working group
of 16 citizens developed a charter and membership selection process following a year
long effort that included 11 public meetings. They also established a seven-member
panel from the general public that selected the initial members.

The board now recruits, screens, and selects its own members, using a very open and
carefully designed approach. A major recruitment effort is undertaken every two years.
The board advertises extensively, using newspapers, radio and cable network, contacts
with community organizations, coupon mailings, flyers, the site’s general mailing list, the
CAB newsletter, news releases, employee notification, and the intemet. Candidates are
invited to attend board meetings to introduce themselves prior to board elections (all
members vote); if not elected, they are retained on a waiting list for two years and used to
replace members during annual elections. The effectiveness of this approach is
demonstrated by the results; although the board had some difficulty in recruiting in
previous years, the most recent (1998) campaign resulted in a large pool of qualified
candidates for membership.

CAB recruitment demonstrates an individual approach. It is specifically designed to
reflect the demographic diversity of the communities that surround the site and are
impacted by the site. Members are chosen from the following categories: public
officials, business, academi~ labor, general public, minority issues, and environmental
representatives. Cross-cutting criteria of gender, race, and geographic location are used
to develop a balanced board. In addition, financial assistance is provided to some
members to assist in maintaining economic diversity. The categories and cross-cutting
criteria have been strictly applied born the outset.

Board composition at the time of the site visit in early spring showed a board that was
demographically and geographically balanced. Viewpoints, characterized by one
observer as “mainstream,” included five members who represented an environmental
viewpoint, although they did not include the vie~oint of persons who are closely linked
with environmental organizations or organizations that are opposed to nuclear activities.
This viewpoint has been missing since the resignation of a key representative early in the
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board’s development. Current and ex-site-related employees played lead roles on the
technical issues committees (termed subcommittees); responsibility for other committee
work was allocated among non-technical members. The chair was female, white, and
active in community affairs, including membership in a local county council. The vice-
chair was an African American businesswoman, also active in community affh.irs.

Purpose, Goals, and Commitment to Consensus

The CAB adopted Robert’s Rules of Order several years ago under the previous chair and
has continued with this decision-making approach since that time. There appeared to
have been limited commitment – and strongly held philosophical opposition on the part
of one member – to the value of a consensus approach. In pr@ this maybe attributed to
the absence of members generally opposed to DOE’s nuclear activities and thus a
reduced emphasis on the need to search for common areas of agreement among very
divergent views. In part, also, it reflected agreement among members on the board’s
technically oriented purpose and goals. Several members emphasized that although
consensus was not used formally, most decisions that came before the board reflected
considerable “behind the scenes” networking and discussion to obtain agreement on key
issues. Minority reports have been used when agreement cannot be obtained; however,
agreement appears to have been the norm, with only three minority reports filed out of a
total of 78 board recommendations since the board’s inception.

Discussions with board members revealed that, although there were some differences in
emphasis, there was a shared sense of purpose: members agreed on the need for
community input to ensure faster, better cleanup and the safety of the workers and
communities. They pointed with pride to the number and quality of recommendations as
a measure of their board’s worth and drew on the expertise of current and former site-
related workers, including peer technical review, to establish the credibility for their
work. Agreement on scope and agenda (initially, environmental remediation, waste
management, and fbture use of the site, but expanded to include nuclear materials) was
evident; as one member noted in a matter-of-fact way, “Other issues are outside of the
purview.”

Internal Process and Functions

The study of board processes across the complex highlighted the importance of providing
for the fhnctions that, in combination with diversity on the board, contributed to smooth
fimctioning of the board. These fictions include agenda-building and issues
management processes, team building, leadership, facilitation, and administrative and
technical support. As described below, these fi.mctions,which were generally well
provided, were oriented to facilitating the technical work of the CAB.

Agenda Building and Issues Management

The board’s agenda-building and issues management work was primarily pefiormed in
the subcommittees. Subcommittee chairs are elected by all board members and, with
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input from subcommittee members, select priority topics to be studied. DOE also
provides a list of issues for the board to consider; the regulators review these issues and
are provided an opportunity to comment on these, or add issues. An issues matrix,
showing the important issues for each of the three parties (DOE, regulators, and board), is
used as a general guide, although the specific list of topics is fluid. Subcommittees are
open to members of the public; the Environmental Remediation Subcommittee, in
particular, had a number of regular non-members – primarily site-related retirees who
were fmiliar with DOE and regulatory processes and site issues – who participated as
members of the subcommittee.

Members expressed no concerns about maintaining focus. The technical subcommittees
– nuclear materials management, risk management and fiture use, and environmental
remediation – were chaired by members who were able and willing to devote a large
proportion of their time to the work. Under their direction, issues were discussed in
detail and recommendations brought back to the board for fi.uther discussion and
approval. The smooth functioning of the issues management process was enhanced by
the clear understanding of roles and responsibilities in board operations, as discussed
under the leadership fiction below. In addition, the length of the board meetings, which
were scheduled for two concentrated days at hi-monthly intervals, offered an opportunity
for board discussion without the pressure felt at sites where meetings are scheduled for
only one evening. This also allowed longer time between meetings for the
subcommittees to do their work.

The schedule for the two-day meetings was arranged so that subcommittee meetings and
executive committee meetings could beheld in the same location. This enhanced the
efficient use of time and allowed members who were widely distributed over the large
six-county area to meet in person rather than by phone. The subcommittee meetings and
an open session for the public were held the night before the board meeting.

Leadership

Effective leadership was clearly in evidence. The chair played a leading role in setting a
conducive atmosphere for work demonstrating and modeling respect for all members and
emphasizing the value of each member’s contribution. Her primary focus was on
promoting the board’s interests and facilitating members’ interactions. She emphasized
the smooth working of board operations, orchestrating productive board meetings,
ensuring that organizational fimctions were pefiormed, and supporting the technical focus
of the substantive issue subcommittees. The chair was supported by an executive
committee, comprising the chair, vice-chair, and subcommittee chairs, which met
approximately three times a year. The roles and responsibilities of these members
appeared to be have been clearly defined and assigned, thus promoting smooth operation
of their various tasks.

Facilitation

The chair played a leading role in meeting facilitation (the meeting that was observed was
the final meeting of the facilitator who has now been replaced). She emphasized civility
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in interactions and participation of members who wished to contribute. The meeting ran
smoothly and on schedule.

The broker role of mediating among board members on interpersonal issues is played by
a variety of persons: the chair, vice-chair, several members, and also the lead
administrative staff person who has worked with the board for many years and who is a
trusted contributor to the board’s effectiveness. Brokering on technical issues appeared
to be primarily conducted as part of the technical discussions in subcommittee meetings,
and, according to several members, by subcommittee chairs between meetings.

Team Building

The distribution of members over a two-state, six-county area makes it difficult to
communicate between meetings. The board has held two retreats and self-evaluation is
conducted, although none of the members mentioned this as being ai important function
to be performed. The systematic scheduling of board meetings in different locations of
the two-state are% which requires an overnight stay, provided an opportunity for social
interactions. The effectiveness of these interactions in forging informal bonds and
networks was clearly revealed in comments born several members from different social
and racial backgrounds who referred to the board as “family.” New members receive a
one-day orientation that includes a one-day site tour and half-day briefings and
introductions to key DOE staff working with the CAB, as well as an tiormation packet
about the site.

Administrative and Technical Support

Currently, support functions are provided by two full-time M&O contractor staff. The
support staff fidfill both day-by-day administrative fi.mctions (staff the CAB office,
provide day-to-day meeting and logistics support, keep records and distribute
information) and executive coordination functions. The staff were rated highly by
members as being dedicated to supporting the smooth functioning of the board and
simpli~ing the workload on members. The high quality of the support was reflected in
the record-keeping – meeting minutes and other records were detailed, understandable
and clearly organized.

The board has a technical coordinator who participated actively in committee meetings to
assist members in identi@ing key technical issues, and distilled and summarized
information (since the site visit, his role has expanded to include coordinating the
development of motions for board consideration). Understanding the technical issues
was not cited as a problem for the non-technical members whom were interviewed. One
person, for example, observed that she and others expected – and indeed insisted – that
technical members explain issues and answer their questions. One of the subcommittees
contracted with the University of Washington to petiorm peer review of various site
programs, including a groundwater program.
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Process Summary

The board and subcommittee discussions that were observed reflected a strong focus on
reaching agreement on technical issues. A small, technically oriented proportion of
members participates in the substantive discussions. This technical focus appeared to be
reinforced by the important role of the committees in the overall board &ructure and the
smooth operation of other supporting board processes. The trust of other members,
perhaps developed through the social interactions facilitated by the two-day meetings,
seemed to facilitate deferral by non-technical members to the expertise of the more
technically trained, provided that the latter answered questions and explained the issues.
Notably, the sense of achievement in developing well-thought-out and carefully
researched recommendations and comments was expressed by both technical and non-
technical members.

Public Engagement

Variability was apparent in the priority level members assigned to interaction with the
public. For some, outreach activities were very important for others, this was relatively
low on the agenda. This is in keeping with the general division of responsibility among
board members.

Outreach and Information Gathering

The extent of seeking input and reporting back to civic organizations by members was
limited. Although this was done by some members, it did not appear to be common
practice and reflected the difficulty for members recruited through an individual
approach. As one member observed, “How do I know who the public is whose views I
am supposed to represent?”

The board had not sponsored any information-gathering activities, but had undertaken a
variety of outreach activities. Some members favored an expanded approach to public
outreach, emphasizing the board’s need to visit locations such as churches, schools, and
civic organizations where the public is most likely to be found and where members are
already known. The outreach committee was planning to develop a speakers’ bureau.
Training in public speaking was to be provided by the staff in the site communications
department. The board also conducts a variety of outreach activities on a regular basis:

+ Meeting advertisements in local newspapers (described as “down-home”
approaches)

+ Newsletters, fact sheets, and brochures

+ Exhibits, displayed in business expos and malls and at other area events

+ Working with the local media to increase the number of newspaper editorials and
participating in local cable talk shows

+ Website

+ Annual plan.
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In addition to these activities, the board sponsored educational forums on plutonium
disposition and spent nuclear fuel in Georgia and in South Carolina in 1996 and 1997. In
1996, the Risk Management and Future Use Subcommittee board hosted a series of five
well-attended public meetings, in which participants rank-ordered criteria to be used in
the 1999 budget prioritization process.

Opportunities for Public Participation in Board Activities

Board meetings are systematically rotated around the two-state area to facilitate greater
public access to meetings. The meeting that was observed was held in the hotel where
members stayed overnight; the venue afforded ample opportunity for public input.
Although open to the public, few non-members attended the subcommittee meetings.
However, attendance was reported to be greater when they are held between meetings at
a location closer to the site and a group of non-members (mostly retirees formerly
associated with the site) regularly participate. A postcard mailing is used to noti~ these
regular attendees and others who have previously shown an interest in the various
subcommittees. Since the site visit, the board has also established public focus groups--
ad hoc teams comprising non-board members as well as board members that act
independently of the board to study a particular problem in detail.

A session for the public was held before the subcommittee meetings which were held the
evening before the board meeting. Public attendance was limited both at that session and
for the two-day board meeting. Board meetings are widely advertised through a site
mailing list of approximately 3,000, and through local media (newspapers and radio
spots). The board showed a welcoming attitude to public attendees, responding to
comments and questions raised during the public comment periods held at intervals
during the board meeting. Mormation was readily available for public review.

DOE and Regulator Engagement

The CAB provides advice to DOE and the regulators, although most advice is directed to
DOE. Both DOE and the regulators are very engaged inboard activities. The board is a

high priority for the site and is the primary mechanism for public involvement; the
regulators participate actively.

DOE Level of Participation

Clear directions and written guidelines issued to all site staff by the Acting Savannah
River Site manager signal very clearly to DOE and contractor staff the high priority
placed on interactions with the CAB. DOE participation was evident both at the highest
management level (the site manager, appointed shortly after the site visit, has attended
several meetings over the past year) and among staff at the working level. CAB
contractor staff are rated regularly on their performance. The SSAB Coordinator plays a
key role in ensuring close coordination among the various s@involved with SSAB
activities – the administrator, contractor staff, DOE technical staff, and upper
management – to ensure that the process fi.mctionseffectively.
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Responsibility for the board is assigned to the Assistant Manager for Environmental
Programs, who has held this role since the board’s inception. The value he and his
superiors place on the board has been demonstrated to members by his regular attendance
at board meetings, his expectation that his staff will also attend, and the high level of
responsiveness to board recommendations, as outlined below. New members are
introduced to him as part of their initial site orientation. DOEand contractor are assigned
to each of the board’s subcommittees to provide assistance as needed. Although the
Assistant Manager was unable to attend on the evening of the site visit, a senior official
substituted for him, and many DOE and contractor staff were active participants in the
subcommittee and board meetings. Members appreciated the value placed on their
contributions; several noted that DOE’s attitude had changed over time from one of
“tolerating” the board to realizing that members are knowledgeable and have much to
contribute.

Empowerment by DOE

The issue of empowerment did not appear to be of concern. The M&O contractor
provides both administrative support and extras such as paying for board refreshments –
extras that as one person observed “make the meetings fin” TWOfi.dl-time M&O staff
attend to CAB affairs; they can also draw on the larger resources of the public
involvement staff. The board hires its own facilitator, drawing up criteri% issuing RFPs,
and screening and selecting a candidate; and selects and hires its own technical reviewer.

DOE Responsiveness

DOE’s guidelines for staff interactions with the CAB speci@ very clearly the high level
of importance paid to being responsive to CAB recommendations. A particular
requirement is that DOE responses should be made within 10 calendar days of their
receipt. The Site Manager requires that he be involved in meetings to discuss responses
to board recommendations. The DOE Coordinator, who is tasked to petiorm follow-up
fhnctions, schedules meetings with technical staff within a few days of each board
meeting to ensure prompt response. Recommendations and responses, including dates,
are listed on a tracking system to monitor the status of each recommendation. The high
priority placed on responsiveness is fbrther demonstrated by the recommendations status
list that hangs by the.AM/EM’s office.

Role of the Regulators

As with the DOE officials, both EPA and state regulators have been associated with the
board since its inception (a state regulator participated in the Charter Committee) and
have developed effective working relationships. While recognizing that the board is
primarily accountable to DOE (who foots the bill), the regulators nevertheless had a sense
of responsibility for the board’s development. They participate actively in board
meetings, playing an important role in offering an alternative perspective on site
activities, and encouraging members to examine issues that they may otherwise have
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ignored. As noted by one regulator, this approach of providing encouragement and moral
support goes considerably beyond the typical regulator’s role.

Issues and Observations

Issues Raised by Members Concerning the Savannah River Sife CAB

+ Several members emphasized that there is a need for greater public involvement,
going out to people on their territory rather than expecting them to come to the
board.

+ Concern was expressed by some members that they are bearing the load for
others.

+ There is a very steep learning curve for members not familiar with the site.

+ How can members with limited time (i.e., have other jobs) become engaged in
technical/policy issues?

Researchers’ Assessment of Primary Accomplishments and Challenges
Facing the Savannah

Accomplishments

River Site CAB

A shared sense of purpose, pride in the board, camaraderie, and sense of fhmily
were very evident.

The board has placed a priority on ensuring demographic diversity and
membership has provided a major personal growth opportunity for many
members.

Well-fi.mctioning processes are in place and there is an effective, experienced
chair. The chair focused on effective board functioning and moving things along.
She modeled respect for all members and made sure everyone had an opportunity
to contribute to the functioning of the board.

DOE is very committed. The board is a high priority for DOE; responsiveness
and support at all levels was very strong.

The remlators are very engaged and demonstrated a sense of responsibility for--
ensuring the effectiveness of the board. They are a particularly ~portant source
of input to the board in helping provide a different perspective.

Challenges

+ An activist, anti-nuclear viewpoint is missing; most members appeared to be
supportive of DOE’s mission.
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+ There was a strong focus on technical issues, which was retiorced by the strong
committee structure, including chairs.

+ A gap existed between those who come up to speed on site issues and those who
do not.

+ There was a small subset of members responsible for technical work. This poses
a general question: how can one structure aboard to balance the strong influence
of members with time, very high interest, energy, technical training, and
knowledge of the site?
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