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Let e first reiterate 1he appreciation expressed ooy letter of Octeber 30, 1998 for the
dedication, creativity and cooperation spparett in the Hanford Openness Waorksha s (HOW
finai report and recommendations. Although we may oo always anree On Prionilics, progress, of
specific propasals, it is my convietion that we share comman goals.

When [ ook at the HOW mission. purpose. and uoas, then evaluate Hanford's eftorts 1o be vpen,
It 13 apparent to me thul the HOW's cmiphasis is on improving severa] existing means of
COMMUnicAtion, cstablishing some new anes, and redefining mhers. For example, several HOW
recommendations seck to ethunce openness within the Public Involvement and Emplovee
{'oncerns programs at the Richland Operations Ctfice (RL}. ethers focus on development of new
ways to identify relevant picces of information and separate them from the irrefevant, and others
relate bo accountahility tor openness.

The HOW is to be admired for wuking on the ask of heipeng 1o define the coneept of "opennsss.”
I belicve that at RL we define openness in its broadest senge — lacilitating access to any
information of interest (o the pahlis to which the public legally has o ght. Your efforts bave
fircused that definition an eovireminent safety and heaith eoncerns. declassification pricmitias,
Uumely access, and locating vselul information,

I concur with the recommendation made by Al Alm. former 1.5, Department of Encray (M0OF)
Assimiant Secretary for Ensronmental Manzgemen, in his letter 10 Tom Carpenter, dated
October 29, 1996, In that letter, Mr, Alm recommended the HOW establish an vificial
relationship with the Hanford Advisory Board (HARY. The HAR represents the beoad
stakeholder communicy and is aiready chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act.
Beeause uf their complementary interests. | fee] that the HOW cauld increase its cffectiveness by
working withio the framewurk of the HAR By working with 1he HaH, perhaps as an ad hoc
comumiites sernikar 1o the Secretars of Enetpy Advisory Board's Openness Advisory Pasel, the
HOW could assess and facilitale the tnformation needs of the (AR comitounity. [t cauld also
take advantage of existing ifrastnucture and relaticnships with RL PLOfrarm managers, #ond skl
raise unique issues that are vutside of the immediate scope or intcrests of the HAB, Of course.
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both the MW and the HAR would have o agree that this refalionship wonld be mutuzally
beneficial. :

The BOW should carefully avoid an attemiot to create a seqond layer of burcaucracy for program
areas for which RL has an existing policy and program manager, spesifically, Tribal Mations,
Employee Concerns, Public lnvolvement, and Environment, Safety and Health. FL cannnt
support effocts whick duplicate or attempit 1o circumvent the policies and managers of thege

programs. | sieongly support HOW offorts to work with each of these programs on openness
issnes important to its membership.

The atachment to this letter addresses HOW's recomnendations as presentsd to RL in it (inal
report. Each has received careful consideration by the appropriate program managers and by me.
Cur response is both konsst and realistic, The HOW has made some recommendations which
KL has already implemented. Some require long-term efforts which we can initiate, some

require funding that may not curmently be available, and others simply veflect = difference in
philosophy on openncss which 1 cannot support.

I would also like to make the following general comments regarding the recommendations:

= If the HOW understands the existing barriers to spesific recommendations, it can better work
to overcome them. At HOW's request, RL staff will be glad to provide background brietings
to betfer- understand these barrjers, .

* Resources arc not available to implement all recommendations which have merit. Ifthe
HOW will prioritize those projests, and fundipg should become avaiiable, the proprams will
know which are most imporant fo your membership. '

+  Several HOW recommendations were quite specific (e.g., “blanket release all records _
classified "Restricted”, © malke dose reconstmction information databases available, "conduct a
special workshop™) and there Bs little question as 1o their meaning. Others, however, wers '
very broad (e.g., “streamline declassification,” "release ity 2 timely manner " "mect
requirements for records aceass ..."). If my response to a particular recommendation is that
EL has already implemented the recommendation, and the HOW disagrees, the
recommendation in guestion is likely ko be one of the broad ones. In future recommendations
or int discussions with RL program managers, you will find that the more specific vou can be,
the greater the likelihoed a recormendation can be adopted. Fithe FOW is unable to be
more specific becanse it i3 not familiar with & particular propram, please request a briefing,

» Finally, concrete examples of when RL either "did it dght® or "did i wrong" would helip
pregrams {o model suecessiul efforts o pot répeat unsuccessful ones.

.= Should the HOW aaree to additional recommendations related to openncss issues, |

encourage Yoo not to wait nntil the end of the fiscal vear, but to make them as they arisc. 1

sirggest that you worl; direcily with Yvonne Sherman who has been the BL I&presentative at

the workshope. She ¢an refer them 1o the new Manager or the approptiate PIOZTAN Fanger
as well as track the response and report back 2o the HOW,

Ag you know, this is one of the last leners [ will sign before | retire from DOE. In the HOW
charter I agreed to direet diafogue with the HOW bt because of my imminent departice, | meat
pass that baton 10 my successor, It would be approprate to allow the new Idanager the time to
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cvaluate ¢penncss issues at Hanford. However, in. order to maintain momeniuen, [ ask thar von
aflow time for diseussion of your report and this response with the managers of the programs I
identified above at one of vour first meetings. [ think that most of you recogaize that R has not
only learned the value of openness, but has beeg 4 leader within the DOE eanunity in its
support. The HOW is a reflection of the fact that stakeliolders and the Fovemment can work
together 6 acknowledge and reconcile differences, and still achieve our comrman goals. The
HOW has my best wishes for continued progress and success in Fiscal Year 1999

- Bincerely,

ohn [ Wagronsr
Manager
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