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Hanluiu rcueral Facility Agreement and Consent Order March 28", 2000
ER & WM TPA Major Milestone Management Review
EPA Conference Room, 717 ®wift Blvd. (Suite 5), Richland, WA

General

e Initials provi :d with comments (below) are keyed to the attendees/distribution list for these minutes.

e Mike Hughes (with T. Arnold and Scott Hojner) presented for ER

¢ LC - Comment regarding the degree of involvement of Ecology in the presentation materials. Reminded
attendees that there is an IAMIT directive requiring that the presentations to be a joint, Tri-Party, effort.
Stated that Ecology has not been involved in the preparation of the presentation and therefore they tend
to present DOE's opinion and not reflect Ecology's opinion/concerns. Ecology requested that the DOE
involve Ecology in the preparation of the presentations.

* Presentation material is provided in the Attachment 1/Handout.

M-13-00 Complete RI/FS Submittals
R. E. Gerton/J. L. Walsh

e DF - Noted that EPA was not involved in the F-Area Remediation activity because it was moving so fast.
Didn't feel that this was a problem. Noted that they [EPA] felt there was need for a Waste Control Plan.

M-15-00 RI/FS Process Completion
R. E. Gerton/J. L. Walsh

e Site Investigations / Feasibility Studies - noted that this item will become more active when the 200
Area work begins to ramp up.

e M-15-23B and M-15-00B (300 Area Remediation) - Comments on Draft-A 300-FF-2 Operable Unit
FFS and Proposed Plan are in the resolution stage. Also, this includes discussion regarding the discovery
of additional contaminated plumes in soils of the South Process Pond site.

e MH - indicated that a change package is presently in process regarding the plan and impact of plume
growth.

M-16-00 Complete Remedial Actions
R.E. Gerton/J. L. Wa 1

Referenced in Attachment 1 Regarding remedial action and waste disposal project.

M-16-08B (B/C Area Remediation). Status during presentation as "Complete" (rather than as "Ahead

of Schedule - as in the handout)... and that the completion paperwork was on its way to the regulators.

e M-16-13A (F-Area Remediation).

e 126-F-1 Ash Pit work - DF noted that no permit would be required for the technology demonstration
(waste minimization w/gamma probe technology) that was taking place in the south portion of the
site (which was thought to possibly contain some contamination). DF also commented that the EPA
was not involved (and was not required to be involved) in this item.

e M-16-26B EPA comments and issues

e DS - felt that if the burial ground will be included in the ROD for the end of this year (in the BC
pipeline) then they [EPA] will have to have a meeting to discuss this further.

¢ DR - Noted that he expected to see an RFP for this work on the street by the end of this year
(10/1/00). Mentioned that EPA has "had discussions" with Ecology on this item.
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Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order March 28'%, 2000
ER & WM TPA Major Milestone Management Review
EPA Conference Room, 7!? ©-+ift Bivd. (Suite 5), Richland, WA

¢ DH - assumed that DR and HR will be finished by the 2/28/01 date, and that the pipelines most
likely would not be completed.

¢ Re: M-16-26 and the H Area Remediation (Discovery of elevated : ienic levels)

e Arsenic Strategy MH - thought that there was agreement on this item. Arsenic (As) believed to be
from a past-practice at Hanford (formerly used as a pesticide). We need to get back together with the
regulators on this. A letter has been prepared for DOE on this item inclt ng recommendations.
Should keep a sense of urgency on this. We expect that there will be a difference between the
Ecology and the EPA views on this item. There are day-to-day impacts and the status in the handout
is out of date.

e DS - Two items: 1) There are Arsenic issues across the state (inclt ng Tacoma that is cleaning up to
230 ppm vs Hanford levels of 20 ppm). They want to resolve this discrepancy for Rural/Residential
levels of As (cleanup level to background). How they use the cleanup level. 2) If it was a pesticide
that was used then it may have been an exempted legal application of a pesticide. This is not an
issue that should stop cleanup either way. Don't make any major perturbations in the cleanup action
due to As. It is believed that the problem will [eventually] go away. There should be an answer by
around 4/20/00. Feels that we will find As concentrations that are over 20 ppm.

e MH - The letter [being prepared for the regulators] has some of the [above] recommendations noted
and will serve as a focus.

e DF - Feels that the comments on the design report may be the proper vehicle for getting back to ER
and will avoid the need to have multiple letters floating around. Levels won't be set for about/at least
another month.

e 200-UP-1: Main issue is that costs have been accrued to process the UP-1 water and that this will
impact longer term operation. Extension of operations is not in the long-range operation considerations
and DWP.

e DS - This might end up costing us more for other feeds that lead into the UP-1.

e MH - That is the reason why we need to look at the whole system.

e 200-ZP-2: Continued operation of the VEU. DOE letter in the works.

e DS - EPA will sign the letter and there should be a concurrence line for them to sign off.

e 200 Area RI/FS: re: Contaminated soil. Out-year funding is not available. This item needs more
discussion.

e Off-site resin generation:

e DF - EPA asked DOE to look closely at this item. Felt that this looked pretty ugly and in need of
attention to the clarify issue.

e Waste Handling: Gave up some time to work out the issue. A letter and a detailed plan (with
recommendations) has been provided to the regulators.

e MH - Need to get concurrence/input from regulators to get back on line. (Action)

e Waste Control Plan:

e DS - Has a problem with the issue statement... and we/EPA will not sign off on the meeting minutes
with the "offending statement" (to the regulators) included. This is regarding the statement that,
"..only Ecology approved the plan." 1t will have to be noted that either... EPA does not agree with
the statement, or it should be struck from the minutes.

e MH - Stated that they will remove the offending sentence from the meeting minutes/status. (Action)

e Waste Control Plan/Biosite:

e DS - wants to make sure that the storage of waste in the 200 Area biosite be included in the next
months IAMIT agenda. (Action: include in next IAMIT meeting and refer to this request)

e Surveillance and maintenance:

e AS - stated that perhaps there is more of an issue here than is stated 1 the status... regarding the
leakage of the Purex roof. Ex.: Where is the leakage going? What is the path of flow?

e TW - thought that this was not an issue in the past, but may not be well understood now.
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Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consen. urder March 28", 2000
ER & WM TPA Major Milestone Management Review
FPA Conference Room, 712 Swift Blvd. (Suite 5), Richland, WA

e MH - they will make recommendation to DOE and will deal with it from that point of contact.
(Action) '

e Stack Ventilation:

e TW - wondered who had been contacted regarding the "New Date" [that was cited in the status]

e MH - said that he would get back to Ecology/TW on this information. Action

e CDI Funding: An issue was discussed regarding the status/possibility of matching funds to support EM-
50.

e FY2001-ISS Funding: Need to get together with the regulators to work this item. Retention of critical
resources and maintain project/process momentum. Need to select the right option that doesn't spoil this
progress and plan. (ISS = Interim Safe Storage)

e DS - recognizes the funding issue and the way it has been handled in the past. As we move the
activities ahead we need to make sure that the TPA items are taken care of also.

e D&H Reactor Impacts of TPA Milestones:

e AS - wanted to know who was the DOE contact.

¢ DF - said that he has the answer to this question and more information and should be contacted after
the meeting. Action

e Program Management and Support: In the public interaction mode now. Workshops have been
planned.

e DF - EPA air program has suggested change to the, "Potential to Emit," elements and put together a
white paper recommendation. Asked DOE to go back and check on the historical air monitor "hits"
and come up with a more reasonable recommendation to the suggestion(s) in the white paper. This
issue should be worked over the next month or two to arrive at a more practical state... especially
regarding the minimally exposed individuals topic.

¢ DS - wanted to have this in the status for next review meeting. (Action: include in next ER MS
Review and refer to this request)

e [300]-FF-2

¢ DS - questioned why this was being addressed as a groundwater monitoring item? They all sound
like remediation activities to him. Concerned that there were no investments in technology
development/use. No funding/$ was applied to use/finding technology for retrieval of TRU wastes.

e MH - said that they need to focus in on that question/issue and reevaluate... they will fix that
statement appropriately.

Summary/discussion on the schedule and cost status.

M-24-00 RCRA Well Installation
R. E. Gerton/J. L. Walsh

e M-24 Series - Groundwater and Vadose Zone: These activities are "moving forward" and will keep
everyone up to speed as it proceeds.

e Well installation: In dispute. More later (IAMIT).
e  WB - an ORP issue and it's on the [3/00] IAMIT agenda (for later this day).

M-93-00 Disposition of Surplus Reactors
R. E. Gerton/J. L. Walsh

e Re: Reactors on the river / final disposition - the "TBD" was revised/statused in the presentation as
"CLOSED"
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Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order March 28", 2000
ER & WM TPA Major Milestone Management Review
EPA Conference Room, 712 Swift Bivd. (Suite 5), Richland, WA

M-19-00 Mixed Waste Treatment
S. Moy/R. N. Warren

Attachment 2 provides presentation notes.

M-91-00  Acquisition of Facilities to TSD TRU/TRUM,LLMW and GTC3
R. F. Guercia/E. S. Aromi/R. N. Warren

M-91-03:

Submit Hanford Site TRU/TRUM PMP to Ecology... RW - the PMP will be completed early and
transmitted to DOE.

M-91-04:

TW - noted that the W-113/construction of facilities was not ongoing and that it has been determined
that the methodology being used would not require facility construction. The intent of the ms is
being met without the need for facilities. Wondered if keeping the wording would pose a problem
for funding/planning.

e RW - responded that the budget basis and language takes this into account.

e DS - related some of the history of the milestone and requirements and was in agreement with the
consensus that no facility was needed to complete the milestone.

M-91-12:

TW - commented that he still hadn't received the appendixes to the PMP yet.

RW - said that these will be coming. There was some further discussion to ensure that the "status"
of the CR in the PMP was understood.

LC - wanted to make sure that there was communication to avoid the problem from last year where
the CR was prepared at the last moment. Also, clarified the uniqueness of the PMP in regard to
establishing the technical pre-conceptual basis for some decision-making.

M-91-07: W-113 doesn't exist and the milestone is now more for the completion of the retriev: action.
The request is being made to complete this milestone on schedule. Funding issue is related to disposing
of the amount of drums/waste in the milestone.

MLLW PMP

L _ - noted that the ._.ology did not agree with the . .AP. Ecology did not have comment initially
and LC noted that this was more due to resource problems.

TW - also said that Bob Julian was not too happy with this.

LC - Note for the minutes: Ecology does not, at this time, agree with the CR package, and that this
will have to be worked further.

e DS - also noted that without the signoff by the parties then it was indeed not approved.

e RW - stated that, if this is the case, then we will have to work to get this package approved.
(Action)

M-91-04:

TW - stated that he was still working up to speed on the letter that was sent over claiming that the
milestone had been met and was complete.

RW - noted that a letter back would greatly help to establish that the track was correct. The schedule
for completion is not a match to the funding profile.

DS - question about whether the bottleneck was disposal, retrieval, etc..

KM - added that the problem was only with the funding... they have somewhere to put the drums,
and they have the technology and methodology to do the task.
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Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order March 28", 2000
ER & WM TPA Major Milestone Management Review
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RW brought up the lack of sync for the TRU/TRUM PMP with the issue of the EIS. Not wanting
to prejudice the EIS and not wanting to wait for the EIS to get the PMP work done. Working hard to
maintain consistency with the SW-EIS.

TW - suggested that a "sensitivity analysis" of this relationship would help.

DS - felt that this was a flag that there was now a move to reconsidert  EIS decision to consider
TRU/TRUM. RW - stated that there was full intention to pursue retrieval of all the TRU/TRUM
task. There are risks associated with that action.

RM - the SW-EIS does not offer an alternative... that would not be available until the issue of the
ROD is settled. The issue is that the logic between the EIS and the PMP is out of sync. Should we
shelve the PMP until the ROD is issued on the EIS, or should that continue with the PMP and
modify later?

DS - The PMP is driven by the TPA, which states how the waste will be managed. If the EIS
disagrees with the TPA mandate then there is trouble ahead. The PMP should define the retrieval,
disposal, treatment technology needed for the TRU/TRUM. The EIS must not interfere or restate
this goal.

RW - we don't want the PMP to disagree with the EIS.

DS - I know that THAT WILL HAPPEN, and it should not happen. He will be very surprised if we
come up with a PMP that does not argue with the EIS. Coming out with & PMP ahead of the EIS,
and in possible conflict, is not a problem with EPA/regulators.
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AGENDA

TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT MAJOR N _ESTO! : MANAGEMENT REVIEW
CHAIRPERSON: D. R. Sherwood

Tuesday, March 28, 2000 712 Swift Blvd., Suite 5, EPA Conference Room

T MILESTONE TITLE RL DIVISION DIRECTOR CON ACTOR| \NAGER PRESENTER

9:00 am M-13-00 Com| teRI/FSS mittals R. E. Gerton J. L. Walsh R. E. Gerton
M-15-00 RI/FS Process Col letion R. E. Gerton J. L. Walsh R. E. Gerton
M-16-00 Complete Reme  Actions R. E. Gerton J. L. Walsh R. E. Gerton
M-24-00 - RCRA Well Installi »>n R. E. Gerton J. L. Walsh R. E. Gerton
M-93-00 Disposition of Surpius Reactors R. E. Gerton J. L. Walsh R. E. Gerton

00 am M-19-00 Mixed Waste eatment R. F. Guercia E. S. Aromi S. K. Moy
11:20 am M-91-00 Acquisition of Fac s to R. F. Guercia E. S. Aromi R. N. Warren
TSDTRUTR A, LLMW and GTC3
12:00 noon Adjoumn






Richland ER Project TPA First Quarter Review

TABLE OF CONTENTS

AGENDA

>

>

>

>

>

»

MILESTONE OVERVIEW

PROJECT STATUS/ACCOMPLISI IENTS/PERFORMANCE

Remedial Action/Waste Di: os: Projects
Groundwater/Vadose Zone Inte ation Project
Decommissioning Projects

Surve ance/Mainten: ce and Transition Projects

Program Management & Suppc - ERC

CURRENT SSUES
TECHNOLOGY INSERTION POINTS (TIPs)

COST/SCHEDULE STATUS

Overview

» TPA Schedule

»

Project P¢ ‘ormance

Environmental Restoration TPA Quarterly Review (3/00)












ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PROJECT TPA First Quarter Review
First Quarter TPA Change Requests (October - February 2000)

Approved Change Control

This change request modifies Interim Milestones M-16-10A, M-16-
13A, M-16-13B and M-16-26C

M-16-10A (8/C ) Initiate Remedial Action in 100-KR-1
Operable Unit.

M-16-13A (9% )) Initiate Remedial Action in 100-FR-1
Operable Unit.

M-16-13B (10/29/04) Complete Remediation and Backfill of 16
Liquid Wste Sties and Process Effluent Pipelines in the 100-FR-1
and 100-FR-2 Operable Units as defined in the Remedial Design
Report/Remedial Action Wrok Plan for the 100 Area.

M-16-26C (5/30/01) Complete Remediation and Backfill of 10
Liquid Waste Sites and Process Effluent Pipelines in the 100-HR-1
Operable Unit as defined in the Remedial Design Report/Remedial
Action Work Plan for the 100 Area.

M-16-99-02
Remedial Design/
Remedial Action

This change request modifies Interim Milestones M-16-07B

M-16-00-01
Remedial Design/
Remedial Action

Approved 02/08/00

M-16-07B (7/31/01) Complete Remediation and Backfill of 22 Liquid
Waste Sites and Process Effluent Pipelines  the 100-DR-1 and 100-
DR-2 QOperable Unit as defined in the Remedial Design
Report/Remedial Action Work Plan for the 100 Area.

T eletions Environmental Restoration .. A _iarterly Review (03/00)



















GROUNDWATER/VADOSE Z( \E INTEGRATION PROJECT

TPA First Quarter Review

Groundwater Management Continued

o A prioritized list for calendaryearz 1€ CRA well installation
was developed in support of the Tri-Party Agreement
milestone M-24-OOL. Discussiony h 2 regulators is in

rogress (see Issues).

e All pump and treat systems were placed on standby in late

lecember to ensure no freezing pri  lems would occur from
potential Y2K issues. All systems were 3started in January
without incident.

e All groundwater pump and treat systems operated above the

lanned 90% availability levels through February. Since
system inception, the five pump and treat systems have
processed over 3.7 hillion liters of groundwater, removing
3,826 kilogram of ca on tetrachloride, 18 kilograms of
chromium, and 0.777 curies of strontiui  Approximately 398
million liters of groundwater have been ocessed in FY00,
removing approximately 422 kilograms  carbon tetrachloride,
25 kilograms of chromium, and 0.071 ¢ es of strontium.

100-HR-3. Approximately 21.1 million liters of groundwater were
processed in February, removing approximately 1.7 kilograms of
chromium. 100.8 million liters have been processed in FY0O0, with
10.5 kilograms of chromium removed. Approximately 752.4
million liters of groundwater have been processed from inception
to 1ite, with 74.7 kilograms of chromium removed.

100-KR-4 Approximately 22.8 million liters of groundwater were
processed in February, removing approximately 2.7 kilograms of
chromium. 120.9 million liters have been processed in FYQO0, with
14.9 kilograms of chromium removed. Approximately 646.3
million liters of groundwater have been processed from inception
to date, with 83.3 kilograms of chromium removed.

100-NR-2 Approximately 8.3 million liters of groundwater were
processed in February, removing approximately 0.016 curies of
strontium. 40.5 milli  liters have been processed in FYO0O, with
0.071 curies of strontium removed. Approximately 463.4 million
liters have been processed from inception to date, with 0.777
curies of strontium removed.

200-UP-1 Approximately 7.3 million liters of groundwater were
processed in February, removing approximately 30.8 million liters
in FY00. From inception to date, approximately 386.5 million liters
have been transported to the Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) for
processing. 343.0 millior ers were previously processed prior
to utilizing the ETF (see Issues). :

200-ZP-1 Ap  >ximately 25.4 million liters of groundwater were
processed during February, removing 109 kilograms of carbon
tetrachloride. 105.0 million liters have been processed in FYQO,
with 422.4 kilograms of carbon tetrachloride removed. From
inception to date, approximately 1.1 billion liters have been
processed, with 3,826 kilograms of carbon tetrachloride removed.

Vapor Extraction

e The 200-ZP-2 soil vapor extraction system was placed off-line
for FYOQO in order to monitor and evaluate any reboL ling of
contaminant to static conditions. The data will be used to
evaluate the effectiveness of remediation on contaminants
within the vadose zone. The passive vapor extraction system
(installed in selected vadose zone wells) is perfort 1g as
designed. Monthly sampling has been implemented (see
Issues).

Environmental Restoration TPA Quarterly Review (3/00)


















Current ER Prc¢ ect Issues TPA First Quarter Review

REMEDIAL ACTION AND WASTE DISPOSAL PROJECT

Issue: 300-FF-2: Approval of the RC by 9/30/00. Decisions potentially impacting approval: Preliminary remediation goals are being
questioned by Ecology.

Strategy/Status: Work is ongoing to prepare deci >n documents for the public review period scheduled for late May 2000. The
Department of Ecology has issues with the Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRG’s) being developed for 300-FF-2. EPA, who supports the
PRG'’s, will be addressing issues with Ecology with support from DOE-RL. DOE supports the removal, treatment and disposal alternatives
and will document this in a letterto | A.

ssue: M-16-26B — Complete Remediation and Ba: fill of 51 Waste Sites al /C, DR, and HR by February 28, 2001 wi be missed due to
lack of funding for 100 Area B/C pipelines. '

Strategy/Status: A resolution with the regulators is required to be negotiated. The path forward is to submit a Tri Party Agreement Change
Pa: age to the regulators for review and evaluate out year funding and priorities.

Issue: Arsenic Strategy for 100 Area Rel diation: Variance sampling was completed in November 1999 for 1607-H2 and 1607-H4 septic
systems. Arsenic data in the overburden and sha w zone soils exceeded Remedial Action Goals (RAGs), (Hanford Background). The
average ranged from 8-11 mg/kg, maximum-30 mg/kg; Hanford Background 6.5 mg/kg. Records indicate that no arsenic was used in
processes at e 100-H area.

Historical research indicates lead arsenate was used as a pesticide in pre-Hanford agricultural lands (predominately orchards). Application
rates were as high as 250 |b. per acres per year. Lead arsenate pesticide was used from the early 1900’s to 1942. By 1942, Hanford
agricultural land is estimated at 13,000 acres dry land farming and 18,000 acres in irrigation districts.

Strategy/Status: The state background value of 20 ppm (6 ppm was the Hanford background) will be utilized as the cleanup goal for the
100-H and F Operable Units. Ecology and EPA have agreed to this new clean up level. The Remedii Design Report and Sampling
Analysis Plan (currently being revised) w be revis: " to reflect this new cleanup value for arsenic. A BCP will be processed in April to
reflect the required cost and schedule impacts.

GROUNDWAT! VADOSE ZONE INTEGRATION PROJECT

Issue: Monitoring Wells: A high tritium value was identified in a monitoring well for the 618 | Burial Ground.

Strategy/Status: The tritium investigation is divided into two phases. Phase | is the initial sampling of existing wells in the area for tritium
and other constituents of interest. Phase Il is the further characterization of the tritium in the groundwater near the 618-11 Burial Ground.

Environmental Restoration TPA Qua { Review (3/00)






















1 “irst Quarter Review
TIP Date TIP

Number | TIP Title Issued | Milestone Description PBS | Project Area

riP-0007 |Surface 08/04/99 FY06 |A surface barrier design is needed for the Canyon Disposition Initiative (CDI) Project. The |ER-05 |Environ.

{Rev. 2) (Barrier for CDI Project will determine the end-state for the 221-U Facility. Several potential end-state Restoration

CDI alternatives will require a surface barrier. The surface barrier must protect against water Surveillance
infiltre 1, wind and water erosion, and plant, animal, and inadvertent human intrusion. If and
an entombment alternative is selected the surface barrier design will be required to provide Maintenance
for steep slopes (e.g., 1:3).
TIP-0008 |Asbestos 08/04/99 FY04 [An improved method is needed for stripping asbestos from circular piping and rectangular |ER-06 |Environ.
(Rev. 1) |Abatement ductwork ranging in sizes from 2" to 48". Restoration
For 105- Decontamin.
KE/KWIN And
Decommission

TIP-0009 [Expert 08/04/99 FY07 JAne - system is needed to support characterization of reactors for interim safe storage. [ER-06  Znviron.

(Rev. 1) |System The yse of the system will be to compile and correlate the voluminous information from Restoration
the cnaracterizatinn of the previous reactors. This information will form the basis for Decontamin.
planning the mi  1al characterization required for future reactors. Functional requirements And
of the system include statistic 7 assessing large data arrays from different perspectives in Decommission
order to evaluate consistency with respect to various compliance criteria. By carefully
assessing existing characterization data (radiation, chemical, metals, and physical) from
similar areas, correlations may be discovered that will reduce or eliminate the need for
costly/time-consuming sampling and analysis at future reactors.

TIP-0010 [Heavy 08/04/99 rv04 |Ani roved technology is needed for the dem: ion of dense, reinforced, thick (i.e., 2 to 3 {ER-06 |Environ.

(Rev. 1) |Concrete feet nick) concrete. Restoration

Demc on Decontamin.
for 105-D/H And

Decommission

Environmental Restoration TPA Quarterly Review (3/00)






















:NVIRONMEN AL RESTC ATION PROJECT TPA First Quarter Review

Cost Variance Report

| Project Variance Reason Impact Corrective Actions
VZ01 - Site-Wide $150K Costs of system assessment; capability Cost Savings will be used to perform other
Groundwater /Vadose de  pment less than planned. underrun | remediation work.
Zone integration
Pro 1wt
Total $5,979K

Environmentai Restoration TPA Quarten); leview (03/00)







TPA First Quarter Review

Richland Environmenta! Restoration Project
TPA MILESTONES SUMMARY SCHEDULE
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Environmental Restoration TPA Quarterly Review (03/00)



















DECOMMISSIONING PROJECT'

TPA First )uarter Review

SCHEDULE PERFORMANCE ($'s in 000)

a ﬁ ™\
Progress vs. Plan FYTD Schedule Variance (SV)
(BCWP vs. BCWS) (BCWP-BC! )
20,000 . 4,000
l 3,000
16,000
.... X 2,000
o
12,000 —= 1,000
- 0 — v v v v v v v v v
8,000 — - T -
gy 1,000
4,000 e N ne
: e B ] (2,000)
0 kﬁ/— ; x T ; . — _— (3.000)
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP (4,000
L —m— BCWP --o%--- BCWS ) L OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEPJ
4 FYTD Sch i : 0 ) - )
chedule Variance Percent:  (SV%) Projected Out-Year Forecast (ETC)
((BCWP-BCWS)/BCWS) 5,000
10.0 %
50% 4,000
0.0 % ~ » v —
3,000
(5.0)%
M
(10.0)% p A —— 2,000
(15.0)% 4
;
(20.0)% 1w 1,000
(25.0)%
(30.0)% 0 — — 7 . . . . . - v
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEPJ L OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB° MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP

1,08¢

1,079

OCT
DwWP 1,279
DWP (Accum) 1,279

2,36¢

3,446

791 572 516 587 509 424 562
4,237 4,809 5,325 5,913 6,421 6,846 7,408

1,08¢
1,17¢

BCWS 1,467
BCWP 1,164

VT End Sch Carmy Over |l

1,300
1,05

CURRENT PERIOD

1,588
1,466

1.03
FISCA

1,48¢

AR TO DAT

Environmental Restoration TPA Quarterly Review (3/00)



DECOMMISSIONING PROJECTS

TPA FIRST QUARTE

! REVIEW

COST PERFORMANCE ($'s in 000)
(

. N
( Progress vs. Actuals FYTD Cost Variance (CV)
20000 (BCWP vs. ACWP) 4000 (BCWP - ACWP)
3,000
16,000
2,000
12,000 1,000
0 +—= 2 M —
8,000 (1,000)
2,000
4,000 / ( )
/ (3,000)
0 . . , , . . . . . . (4,000)
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP
& —4— ACWP —e—BCWP JAN y
4 ~ . )
FYTD Cost Performance Index (CPt) Year End Budget Varii e
(ACWP/BCW (Curr Budget - Fiscal Year EAC)
1.40 5,000
1.30
4,000
1.20
1.10 3,000
1.00 — v T — — T — 2,000
0.90 I
//' 1,000
0.80 /
0.70 0 rl_._-_._-_._L._-ﬁ
0.60 1,000
L ocT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP J \( 000) oct NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP J

EAC (Cumuilative) 864 2,002
Yr End Budget Var 320 312

Carry Over






SURVEILLANCE/MAIN E ! CE AND TRANSITION PROJECTS TPA First Quarter Review
COST| RFOR ANCE ($'s in 000)
TN

~
: Progress vs. Actirale FYTD Cost Variance (CV)
16,000 (BCWI ;. ACW 4,000 (BCWP - ACWP)
14,000 3,000
12,000 2,000
10,000 1,000
8,000 0 —t=p—o e —
6,000 (1,000
4,000 / (2,000)
2,000 — (3,000}
0 . r : . , ; ; . . . . (4.000)
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP
—a— ACWP —eo— BCWP
J . J
. ™)
FYTD Cost Performance | ex (CPI) Year End Budget Variance
140 (ACWP/BCWP) 5.000 (Curr Budget - Fiscal Year EAC)
1.30
4,000
1.20
1.10 3,000
L
1.00 7/\‘ s : * : v T * v . 2,000
0.90
/ +000
0.80
0.70 0 T M T r v~
0.60 1,000
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP 000) OCT MOV DEG  JAN  FEB  MAR  APR  MAY  JUN  JUL  AUG  SEP
- J

CURRENT PERIOD

ACWP 877 856 036 1,187 975
BCWP 1,063 580 ,,108 1,17 837

FISCAL YEAR TO DATE

EAC (Cumulative) 877
Yr End Budget Var 8

Environmental Restoration TPA Quarterly Review (3/00)



PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AN SUPPORT - ERC TPA First Quarter Review
SCHEI ILE PERFORMANCE ($'s | 000)

T )
f Progress vs. Plan ) ( FYTD Schedule Variance (SV)
(BCV vs.BCWS) (BCWP - BCWS)
30,000 ] 4,000
3,000
25,000 =
ax 2,000
20,000 — = 000
15,000 x__.-""x 0 ~—.—q=._ﬁx=-==.7—l—' T T T
10,000 e (1,000)
2000 ‘/”"'//. (2000)
0 .\2‘1/ - . - . . . , . . (3,000)
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP 4,000)
q -——a— BCWP -+ %---BCWS y K OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN L AUG SEP y
’ . . - 4
FYTD Schedule Variance Percent.  (SV%) Projected Out-Year Forecast (ETC)
((BCWP-BCWS)/BCWS) 5,000
10.0 %
0.0 % 1[—T e - — 4,000
(10.0)% I /
(20.0)% \ 7 3,000
(30.0)% 1 A
(40.0)% v 2,000
(50.0)% ]
(60.0)% Y /’
(70.0)% — 1,000
(80.0)% \i'i
(90.0)% 0 . . : 1 x 1 . . — : v
OCT NOV DEC JAN MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEPJ L OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR  MAY N JUL  AUG SEP )

DWP 2,246 1,915 A Q14 2,602 2,050 2,159 2,753 2,233 2,134 2,682 2,219 2,690
DWP (Accum) 2,246 4,161 8,677 10,727 12,886 15,639 17,872 20,006 22,688 24,907 27,597

CURRRINT PERIOD

BCWS 2,319 (2,154) 2,266 2,816 1,89 2,355 2,288 3,728
BCWP 2,293 2,270) 2,304 2,757 2 05 - - - - -

12,164 14,470 16,730

_il_______
Environmental Restoration TPA Quarterly Review (3/00)




PROGRAM

IANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT - ERC

COST PERFORMANCE ($'s in 000)

TPA First Quarter Review

-~
Progress vs. Actuals FYTD Cost Variance (CV)
30,000 (BCWP vs. A(  P) 4,000 (BCWP - ACWP)
25,000 = 3,000
2,000
20,000
1,000
15,000 0 "\v e - -
10,000 (1.000)
- (2,000)
5,000 \/ (3,000)
0 e . , . . . - . . . (4,000)
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL  AUG  SEP OoCcT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP
ACWP
—a— AC —e— BCWP ] y
- i ™
FYTD Cost Performance  lex (CPI) I Year End Budget Variance
(ACWI CWP) (Curr Budget - Fiscal Year EAC)
4.00 5,000
a.50 f \ 4,000
3.00
[ 3,000
2.50
[\ o
2.00 /
1.50 / 1.000
1.00 j‘ . —— - — 0 1,_-_._-__._-_._-_.._-ﬁ ——
0.50 (1,000)
ocT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP ) k ocT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP y

SAC (Cumulative)
Yr End Budget Var

CURRENT PERIOD

1,678 (1,592) 2,188 2,793 2,023
2,293 2,270 2,304 2,757 2,051
ATE

85 2,274 5,067 7,090 9,45! 12,106 14,428 16,742 19,347 25,137 25,137
210 442 229 207

Environmental Restoration TPA Quarterly Review (3/00)



ATTRCHMENT

M-19-00 & M-91-00

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
Sen Moy and Russ Warren
March 2000

TPA MILESTONE | WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT |  magcH 2000

MILESTONE DESCRIPTION

TDA
MI

'NE

DESCRIPTION

M-19-00

M-91-00

Complete treatment and’or direct disposal of at least 1,644 cubic meters of contact handled low
level mixed waste already in storage as of October 1, 1993, as well as newly generated Hanford
Site low level mixed waste.

Cumulative treatment and/or direct disposal rates will be at least 246 cubic meters by the end of
FY 2000, 822 cubic meters by the end of FY 2001, and 1,644 cubic meters by the end of FY
2002.

Complete the acquisition of new facilities, modification of existing facilities, and/or modification
of planned facilities necessary for storage, treatment/processing, and disposal of all Hanford site
TRU/TRUM, LLMW, and GTC3.







TPA MILESTONE

REVIEW WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT MARCH 2000
MILESTONE SCHEDULE
WBS (ADS) BASELINE FISCAL YEAR 2001
DATE ocT | Nov I DEC I JaN [ FEA I .\l,\lI APR I.\l.\\'] JUN | L '«\LG' SEP
1.2.2 (RL-WMY) 123100 O (ol-TON
Solid Waste Treatment Submit LLMW Engincering On Schedule
Suudy/FDC. Draft completed.
Y ETHEY .
123100 O \nitite Thermal Treatment of LLAW, O Schedule
(M-91-13) Tronch 34 in Disposal Mode
63000 Initiate Disposal of LLMW. o' Scptember 13. 1999,
M-19-00 -
9/30/01 (Cnmuhli\)'e Treatment Rale Y Currently at 439 cubic meters
822 cubic moters (see Scorccard).
M g
MILESTONE Tvpes, O | 1T LT Q@ oo O romscast
O teawvTeRM )] DOE-RL A Treamens Rote

TPA MILESTONE

REVIEW WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT |  MARCH 2000
MILESTONE EXCEPTION REPORT
“TPa | - T
MILESTONE FUTURE MILESTONES IN JEOPARDY

M-91-07

“Complete Project W-113 for Post 1970 CH TRU/TRUM retrieval” by September

2004.










TPA MILESTORE | | ASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT l MARCH 2000 l

PLANNED ACTIONS (continued)

“TPa DESCRIPTION SCHEDULED
MILESTONE COMPLETION
SUPPORTED DATE

M-91-03 Prepare the Hanford Site TRU/TRUM Waste Project 6/30/2000

Management Plan.
M-91-04 Retrieve a minimum of 425 drums. 9/30/2000

M-91-12 Initiate Thermal Treatment of MLLW 12/3172000

TPA MILESTORE | | ASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT |  maRcH 2000

EXPENSE COST PERFORMANCE
(8 in Millions)

FY 2000 TO DATE tFeb) AT COMPLETION
wrve P Bac | Ew | FVSF |ENPECTED| proectED
T =1 FUNDS FV | CARRYOVER
WBS SCHED y rear § rewr | s3Ep | coST | BCWs o WORK COMMENTS
12,23 M-19 ANDM-91 | 1.4 08 08 |<06>} 00 57 57 6.0 71 0 Stretch funding:
TREATMENT Treatment $0.5 M
TRUS0.85M
not in BAC




TPA MILESTONE
REVIEW

WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT MARCH 2000

EXPENSE COST VARIANCE ANALYSIS

WBS COST VARIANCE $8K
(Description and Cause:) (Impacts and Corrective Action:)
1223 - None. No impacts.

TPA MILESTONE
REVIEW.

WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT MARCH 2000

EXPENSE SCHEDULE VARIANCE ANALYSIS

WBS IEDULE VARIANCE $575K°
_ (Description and Cause:) " ===-; and Comective A=
1223 i & Treatment wasn’t initiated until ¢ Noimpact. Working schedules adjusted

December 22, 1999.

to recover variance by fiscal year end. in
spite of late start.




TPA MILESTONE

' EPA/Ecology, is vital to
| Thermal Treatment. ,
1 ,

R WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT |  marcH 2000
~ TPA | DATE o
- MILESTONE ' IDENT ISSUE IMPACT STATLS
M-19-00 None.
TPA MILESTONE
REVIEW WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT MARCH 2000 I
| TPA | DATE | ’
" MILESTONE | IDENT ISSUE IMPACT STATLUS
; M-91-07 ; 6/99 1‘ Milestone cannot be i Replacement milestone ‘; Replacement milestone will be based I
' . ! accomplished as written " will need to be " on funding profile.
i due to funding ' renegotiated. |
i . limitations. ;
. |
| M9I-12  : 3/00  Successful trial bumns "Failure of trial burns may  To be statused at 6/00 meeting.
! J | this summer by ATG, delay start of thermal
E , with acceptance by - treatment.




