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Dear Ms. Ruud:

H: TFORD SITE ¢ MMENT PACKAGE ON THE PROPOSED MOL.. .CATIONS OF THE
HANFORD FACILITY RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA) ‘
PERMIT FORTHE REATMEN STORAGE AND DISPOSAL (TSD) OF DANGEROUS 51849
WASTE (PERMIT) FOR TRANSFERRING CORF CTIVE ACTION CONDITIONS FROM

THE FEDERAL TO THE STATE POR7 DN OF THE PERMIT

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) is submitting the "Hanford -
Si- Comments on the Corrective Action Modification Package." The package was issued for
Public Comment on October 18, 1999, for the Dangerous Waste Portion of the RCRA Permit for
the SD of Dangerous Waste, No. WA7890008967.

Incorporation of these comments into the modification, as finally adopted, will enhance efforts to
meet our collective objective of en ring the most expeditious, efficient, and comprehensive
reclamation of the Hanford Facility. We request incorporation of these comments in the spirit of
cor nuing open communication with, and responsiveness to, your organization.
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Should you have any question reé; ling this information, please contact Ellen Mattlin, of my
staff, on (509) 376-2385.

Sincerely,
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Si eé H. Wisness, Director
OSS:EMM Office of Site Services
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permits for various contaminated sites or fcClellan Air Force Base that had not operated as RCRA treatment,
storage, or disposal (TSD) units, which would force the Air Force to conduct cleanup under State-administered

3D closure and corrective action procedures. While recognizing that currently operating TSD units were
subject to normal RCRA permit processes, the court dismissed the suit, noting that

an injunction or « laration requiring McClellan to comply with RCRA permitting requir  :nts [for
contaminated areas being remediated under CERCLA] would also interfere with the CERCLA cleanup.
As McClellan points out, the entire purpose of a permit requirement is to allow the regulating agency to
impose requirements as a conditi  of the permit. The injunction of new requirements for dealing with

» inactive sites that are now subject to the CERCLA cleanup . . . would clearly interfere with the
cleanup. . . . MESS, for all practical purposes, seeks to improve on the CERCLA cleanup as embodied
in the Interagency Agreement.

1t is indisputable that Ecology takes seriously its charter under State law, and its authorization under RCRA 1d
HSWA, to enforce these laws to the full extent of its authority. Nevertheless, the language of t  current
proposed corrective action Permit does not give sufficient recognition to the FFACO as an express agreement
between the Tri-Parties, which constrains the discretion and authority of the Tri-Parties, to ensure that other
actions are wholly consistent with their commitments in the FFACO. As an agency of State government,
Ecology is obligated to obey all Federal laws, including those that constrain its discretion as a government
agency. Nowhere in the Permit or its prefactory materials does Ecology provide justification for conditions that
apparently override the FFACO and expressed provisions of CERCLA.

Ecology might disagree with the other Tri-Parties as to the fullest extent of its statutory authority, and indeed
has (in FFACO Article XXVIII) reserved its rights to assert that authority. Such reservations of rights in the
FFACO, alongside the countervailing reservations of rights of the other Tri-Parties, serve to outline the limits of
agreement and identify subjects on which the Tri-Parties have agreed to disagree. However, the explicit

placen tof Ecology’s assertions of authority in the proposed corrective actions Permit, without recognition of
the counterbalancing assertions of the other FFACO Tri-Parties, has a very different effect than similar la1  1age
inthel ACO. These Permit provisions would compel DOE as Permittee to accept Ecology’s assertions 1n tull
as a precondition of receiving authority under the Permit to manage its TSD units. This is susceptible to being
interpreted as a waiver by DOE, and even  PA, of legal defenses against Ecology’s asserted authority.

The specific comments, beginning on page 6 of this comment package, are based on the concern over the
manner in which the corrective action Permit could impose a one-sided interpretation of Federal and State law
on the other FFACO i 1rties.





































21.

Condition II.Y.3.a.ii: Key Comment Conflicts with CERCLA, the FFACO, or the
Permit (HSWA Portion); exceeds regulatory authority;
unreasonable, unfair, redundant, or unnecessary; creates potential
conflict with EPA requirements

Draft Permit Conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology: If the Permittee is not in
compliance with requirements of the HFFACO, as amended, that relate to investigation or cleanup of CPP
unit(s), Ecology may take action to independently enforce the requirements as corrective action
requirements under this Permit. Consistent with Article VII, paragraph 2029, and Article XL VI,

paragraph 136, of the HFFACO, as amended, and other applicable provisions of the HFFACO, as amended,
such enforcement actions are not subject to dispute resolution under the HFFACO.

Condition Impact Statement: This condition would create double jeopardy for the Permittee,
enforcement under both the FFACO and the Permit for the same noncompliance.

Requested Action: Delete all conditions under I1.Y.3.a.ii.

Comment Justification: In this condition Ecology asserts the right to bring an enforcement action based
on the Permit against any failures to satisfy Ecology that the CERCLA work, under the FFACO, is being
performed adequately. As discussed previously, in connection with Condition I1.Y.3.a.1., this not only
would be illogical, unreasonable, and inequitable, but also contrary to the express exemption from
procedural (including enforcement), administrative, and Permit requirements in CERCLA Section 121.
Although Ecology cites as authority Article VII, Paragraph 29 of the FFACO, that provision is premised on
DOE violating "any RCRA requirement of this Agreement", Article VII specifically is concerned with
obtaining and complying with permits for TSD units. Ecology should not create its own jurisdiction over
CERCLA response actions by copying these conditions from the FFACO into this Permit.

22.

Condition IL.Y.3.a.iii. Key Comment Conflicts with CERCLA, the FFACO, or the
Permit (HSWA Portion); exceeds regulatory authority;
unreasonable, unfair, redundant, or unnecessary

Draft Permit Conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology: In the case of interim RODs, a
final decision about satisfaction of corrective action requirements will be made in the context of issuance of
a final ROD.

Condition Impact Statement: Creates uncertainty for planning and budgeting of cleanup actions.
Requested Action: Delete all conditions under I1.Y.3.a.iii.

ymment Just' ™ ation: While ™ :ology’s willi  iess to postpone RCRA evaluation of interim CERCLA
records of decision (RODs) is appreciated, even review under RCRA enforcement authority of a final
CERCLA ROD is still unreasonable and contrary to law, as discussed previously in Comment Numbers 18
through 21.

23.

Condition IL.Y.3.a.iv Key Comment Conflicts with CERCLA, the FFACO, or the
Permit (HSWA Portion); exceeds regulatory authority;
unreasonable, unfair, redundant, or unnecessary; creates potential
conflict with EPA requirements

Draft Permit Conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology: If EPA and Ecology, after
exhausting the dispute resolution process under Section XXVI of the HFFACO, cannot agree on
requirements related to investigation or cleanup of CPP unit(s), the Permittee must conduct corrective
action in accordance with Condition ILY.1. If Ecology and EPA cannot agree on requirements related to
investigation or cleanup of CPP units(s), Ecology will notify the Permittee, in writing, of the disagreement.
Within thirty days of receipt of Ecology’s notice, the Permittee must submit for Ecology review and
approval a plan to conduct corrective action in accordance with Condition I1.Y.1 for the subject unit(s).

T P ttee’s plan may include a request that Ecology evaluate work under another authority or program
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as provided for by Condition II.Y.2. Approved corrective action plans under this Condition will be
incorporated into this Permit in accordance with the permit modification procedures of WAC 173-303-830.

Condition Impact Statement: Proposed Permit condition I1.Y.3.a.iv. would emasculate the CERCLA
Past-Practice Units dispute resolution process in the FFACO by establishing Ecology as the unilateral
:cision-maker in the event of a dispute.

Requested Action: Delete all conditions under I1.Y.3.a.iv. Alternatively add the following: "If, at the
completion of dispute resolution procedures between EPA and Ecology as required by the FFACO, the
Iministrator of EPA has rendered a decision with which Ecology disagrees, Ecology shall not require any
additional or modified remedial or corrective action since such action would not be authorized by CERCLA
Section 120(e), and would be an inconsistent response action prohibited by CERCLA Section 122(e)(6)."

Comment Justification: This condition purports to give Ecology unilateral power or authority over

« anup. If for any reason Ecology disagreed with the decisions made under the FFACO procedures,
Ecology would preempt all decisions made jointly by DOE with EPA and Ecology. This condition
conflicts with the agreement made by Ecology in the FFACO. It also happens to be contrary to CERCLA
Section 121 and 122 and the delegations of authority made by the President to DOE and EPA under
Executive Order 12580.

Condition IL.Y.3.a.v. Key Comment Conflicts with CERCLA, the FFACO, or the
Permit (HSWA Portion); exceeds regulatory authority;
unreasonable, unfair, redundant, or unnecessary; creates potential
conflict with EPA requirements

Draft Permit Conditions as prof ed by the Department of Ecology: The Permittee must maintain
formation on corrective action for CERCLA Past Practice Units covered by the FFACO in accordance
with Sections 9.0 and 10.0 of the FFACO Action Plan. In addition, the Permittee must maintain all reports
and other information developed in whole or in part to implement the requirements of Condition I1.Y.3.a,

including reports of investigations and all raw data, in the Facility Operating Record in accordance with
Condition ILI

Condition Impact Statement: This condition creates double jeopardy for FFACO noncompliances.
Requested Action: Delete all cor tions under I1.Y.3.a.v.

Comment Justification: This condition seeks to convert FFACO record keeping requirements into duties
enforceable under the Permit. This condition also seeks to require additional records to be kept to facilitate
enforcement under the Permit of the additional requirements levied by Condition I1.Y.3.a., creating a new
potential noncompliance enforceable under the Permit. Requirements in the FFACO are enfor le under
the] ACO. ..iis condition would allow Ecology to bypass the prerequisites to enforcements  |in the
FACO. Recordkeeping requirements under RCRA and other laws are not applicable to CERCLA
activities, because these are procedural and administrative requirements rather than substantive ones. 1
particular, because these requirements emanate directly from a Permit, these requirements are not
enforceable because of CERCLA Section 121(e)(1). This is the policy of EPA at all CERCLA sites.

25.

Condition I1.Y.3.b. RCRA Past Key Comment: Conflicts with CERCLA, the FFACQO, or the
Practice Units Permit (HSWA Portion)

(including I1.Y.3.b.i through

11.Y.3.b.v.)

Draft Permit Conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology:

Y.3.bi.  For any unit identified in Appendix C of the FFACO, as amended, as a RCRA Past Practice
(RPP) unit, until a permit modification is complete under I1.Y.3.b.iv, the Permittee must
comply with the requirements and schedules related to investigation and cleanup of RPP
units developed and approved under the FFACO, as amended. The requirements and
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schedules related to investigation and cleanup of RPP units currently in place under the
FFACO, as amended, and in the future developed and approved under the FFAOC, as
amended, are incorporated into this Permit by this reference and apply under this Permit as if
they were fully set forth herein.

I.Y.3.b.ii. Untila] nit modification is complete under I1.Y.3.b.iv, if the Permittee is not in
compliance with requirements and schedules related to investigation and cleanup of RPP
units developed and approved under the HFFACO, as amended, Ecology may take action to
independently enforce the requirements as corrective action requirements under this Permit.
Consistent with Article VII, paragraph 29, and Article XL VI, paragraph 136, of the
HFFACO, as amended, and other applicable provisions of the HFFACO, such enforcement
actions are not subject to dispute resolution under the HFFACO.

II.Y.3.b.iii. When the Permittee submits a corrective measures study for an individual RPP unit or a
group of RPP units, the Permittee must, at the same time, recommend a remedy for the
unit(s) and request a modification to this Permit to incorporate the recommended remedy.
The remedy recommendation must contain all the elements of a draft cleanup action plan
under WAC 173-340-360(10). The permit modification request must follow the procedures
of WAC 173-303-830(3)(c), class 3 modifications.

I1.Y.3.b.iv. After considering the :rmittee’s corrective measures study and remedy recommendation,
and public comments received during the public comment period required by WAC 173-303-
830(3)(c), Ecology will make a final determination as to what is necessary to satisfy
corrective action requirements and will publish that decision as a draft permit under
WAC 173-303-840(10).

II.LY.3b.v. The Permittee must maintain information on corrective action for RPP units covered by the
FFACO, as amended, in accordance with Sections 9.0 and 10.0 of the FFACO Action Plan.
In addition, the Permittee must maintain all reports and other information developed in whole
or in part to implement the requirements of Condition II.Y.3.b, including reports of
investigations and all raw data, in the Facility Operating Record in accordance with
Condition ILI

Condition Impact Statement: These conditions contradict the commitment made by Ecology when
Ecology executed the FFACO as a State consent order.

Requested Action: Replace these conditions with the conditions set out in the 1994 Permit, HSWA .
Portion, Condition III.A.2. RCRA Past-Practice Units.

Comment Justification: Given the division of responsibility between EPA and Ecology as to which
1w do cl Ip action at which lo at hold e for imposing  |ui n
RCRA past-practice cleanup actions is whether these are in fact CERCLA actions that are being overseen
by Ecology via its agreement with EPA. If that is so, for some or all of these actions, the arguments cited
previously regarding CERCLA past-practice actions would apply to the corresponding RCRA past-practice
actions as well. It might be argued that an actual examination of this issue in each instance is a prerequisite
to the assertion by Ecology of enforcement jurisdiction. However, assuming that the RCRA Past-Practice
Units are classified properly as such, there are still substantial reasons to reject the proposed Permit
conditions on RCRA past-practice unit cleanup. RCRA Past-Practice Unit cleanup under the FFACO
completely fulfills the RCRA/HSWA requirements for corrective action. The addition of review and
enforcement processes, despite the extensive FFACO processes already being pursued to accomplish
cleanup of these units, contradicts the commitment made by Ecology when Ecology executed the FFACO
as a State consent order. These conditions unilaterally would replace the negotiated provisions of the
FFACO. Consent orders are just as binding on the State as the orders are for the other Tri-Parties.
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26.

Condition IL.Y.3.b.ii. Key Comment: Conflicts with CERCLA, the FFACO, or the
Permit (HSWA Portion)

Draft Permit Conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology: Until a permit modification is
complete under I1.Y.3.b.iv, if the Permittee is not in compliance with requirements and schedules related to
investigation and cleanup of RPP units developed and approved under the HFFACO, as amended, Ecology
may take action to independently enforce the requirements as corrective action requirements under this
Permit. Consistent with Article VII, paragraph 29, and Article XL VI, paragraph 136, of the HFFACO, as
amended, and other applicable provisions of the HFFACO, such enforcement actions are not subject to
dispute resolution under the HFFACO.

Condition Impact Statement: This condition denies DOE the rights afforded under the FFACO.
Requested Action: Delete last sentence of the condition.

Comment Justification: Article VII, Paragraph 29 of the FFACO allows all dispute except for the specific
issue of failure to give adequate notice at least 7 days before a 'formal enforcement action'.

27.

Condition ILY.3.c. Dangerous Waste Key Comment: Exceeds regulatory authority; unreasonable,
Treatment, Storage and Disposal unfair, redundant, or unnecessary

Units (including I1.Y.3.c.i through :

I1.Y.3.c.ii)

Draft Permit Conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology:

I1.Y.3.c.i.  Foreach TSD unitor -oup of units, when the Permittee submits a certification of closure or
a certification of completion of post-closure care, the Permittee must, at the same time,
request to modify this Permit to either:

I1.Y.3.c.i.A. reflect that the work completed under closure and/or post-closure satisfies the requirement for
corrective action; or

I1.Y.3.c.i.B. ifthe work completed under closure and/or post-closure care does not satisfy corrective
action requirements, to incorporate unit-specific corrective action requirements.

I.Y.3.c.ii.  On completion of the public comment period initiated by the Permittee’s request under
I1.Y.3.c.i, Ecology will make a final decision as to whether the work completed under closure
and/or post-closure care satisfies corrective action, specify any unit-specific corrective action
requirements, and incorporate the decision into this Permit in accordance with the permit
modification process of WAC 173-303-830.

--nd 1 ict Statement: These condil 1swould poseanine ientj tting sthodol _ |
result in additional costs to Permittee without corresponding benefit to human health and the environment.

Requested Action: Delete these conditions in their entirety. Alternately, see subsequent comments and
proposed revisions to these conditions in IL.Y.3.c.

Comment Justification: Pursuant to the FFACO, the 1994 Permit, HSWA Portion, Condition IILA.
Integration with the FFACO, Section III.A.1, EPA stated: "The corrective action for the Hanford Federal
Facility will be satisfied as specified in the FFACO, as amended, except as otherwise provided herein". In
the Introduction to this Permit, HSWA Portion, EPA stated that "Authorization of the state of Washington
for HSWA corrective action shall not change the conditions of this permit in any substantive manner". The
Introduction explained that the only changes would involve changing references to Federal agencies and
statutory provisions to the equivalent State counterparts within the authorized RCRA corrective action
program. The statement in Ecology’s current Focus Sheet (Transferring Corrective Action Conditions from
Federal to State Portion of Hanford Facility-Wide RCRA Permit) that "[t]he corrective action conditions
Ecology is proposing today are consistent with the corrective action conditions that EPA issued in 1994" is
misleading. What is more, the Focus Sheet and Fact Sheet provide no explanation or justification for the
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I1.Y.3.d.ii. Discovery of new information regarding dangerous constituents or dangerous waste
management, including but not limited to, information about releases of dangerous waste or
dangerous constituents which are not addressed under the FFACO, as amended; or,

I1.Y.3.d.iii. A determination that action beyond the terms of the FFACO, as amended, is necessary to
abate an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health or welfare or to the
environment.

Conditic [mpact Statement: DC  would have to accept the authority asserted in these 'reservations' to
the denigration of any authority, rights and privileges that DOE might otherwise assert.

Requested Action: Delete these conditions.

Comment Justification: These conditions assert a number of 'reservations of rights' by Ecology. In
various conversations with Ecology employees, the employees asserted that these reservations are
equivalent to reservations in the FFACO. While the conditions might mirror provisions in the FFACO,
these reservations are not identical in import or scope. Reservations in the FFACO are asse d to ensure
that concessions and waivers that are explicit or implied in other provisions of that ag ment are not

derstood to go beyond defined boundaries. Those boundaries limit the zone of agreement among the Tri-
Parties. However, in the Permit these define the positive scope of Ecology’s asserted sole authority,
covering all matters within the Permit and going beyond it. These reservations do not acknowledge
counterpart reservations of rights a . authorities of DOE or EPA. Most important, by accepting this
Permit, DOE would have to accept the authority asserted in these 'reservations' to the denigration of any
authority, rights and privileges tha! OE might otherwise assert.

34.

Condition: II.Y.4.a. U.S. Ecology Key Comment: Conflicts with CERCLA, the FFACO, or the
(including Conditions II.Y.4.a.i. Permit (HSW A Portion); unreasonable, unfair, redundant, or
through I1.Y 4.a.ii. unnecessary; creates potential conflict with EPA requirements

Draft Pe t Conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology:

II.Y 4.a.. The following solid waste management units are not covered by the FFACO, as amended,
and require investigation to determine whether releases of dangerous waste or dangerous
constituents that warrant corrective action have occurred or are occurring.

I1.Y.4.ai.A US Ecology, Inc., SWMU 1 Chemical Trench.

I.Y.4.2.i.B  US Ecology, Inc., SWMU 2-13: Low-level radioactive waste trenches 1 through 11A.

I1.4.Y.ai.C  US Ecology, Inc., Underground resin tank.

I1.4.Y.a.n Selected sol waste management units identified in Condition I1.Y.4.a.i are currentlv being

restigated by US Ecology in accordance with the Comprehensive Invest 1 11
Ecology — Hanford Operations Workplan. US Ecology will submit to Ecoiogy a written
report on the findings of the investigation. The report will help Ecology determine whether,
based on site specific conditions, additional work is needed to investigate or clean up the
solid waste management units identified in Condition I1.Y .4.a.i.

I1.Y 4.a.i1i Following receipt of the written report, or within one year of the effective date of the Permit
Condition, whichever is earlier, Ecology will make a tentative decision as to whether
additional investigation or cleanup is necessary to protect human health or the environment
for the solid waste management units identified in WAC 173-303-840(10). Following the
associated public comment period, and consideration of any public comments received
during the public comment period, Ecology will publish as final permit conditions under
WAC 173-303-840(8) either:

I1.Y 4.a.iii.A a decision that corrective action is not necessary to protect human health or the
environment;

I1.Y .4.a.iii.B an extension to the schedule established under II1.Y .a.iii; or,
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Part II through VI footnote:

" CATEGORIES ARE DEFINED AS] LLOWS:

A. Leased Land E. TSD Unit Closures (in Part V)
B. North Slope and ALE F. TSD Operating Units (in Part III)
C. Interim Status TSD Units G. TSD Units in Post closure/Modified Closure (in Part VI)

D. Areas Between TSDs (excluding A and B)
* Condition applies to this category, as modified by applicable footnotes and qualifiers
Comment Justification: The superscripts and footnotes were omitted in error. The superscripts only

apply to Part I; and do not apply to Parts II through VI. The footnote information on the Categories is
needed to define applicability of the Permit to Hanford Facility activities.

38.

Page 9, Part IL.Y. Key Comment: exceeds regulatory
authority

Draft Permit conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology: A (*) denoting that this Condition
and its sub-conditions apply to interim status TSD units has been added to the table.

Condition Impact Statement: This change would assign applicability of final status corrective actions to
interim status TSD units.

Re iested Action: Remove designation (*) for category "C".

Comment Justification: Final status standards are not applicable to interim status TSD units in
accordance with WAC 173-303-400. Corrective Action considerations will be addressed for these TSD
units in Parts III, V, or VL

39.

Page 9, Part11.Y. 4.a Key Comment: exceeds regulatory
authority

Draft Permit conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology: A (*) denoting that this Condition
and its sub-conditions apply to interim status TSD units, areas between units, final status units, closure
units, and post-closure units has been added to the table.

Condition Impact Statement: This change would assign applicabilitv of actions to be taken at the
disposal site leased to the Department of Ecology to interim status T! ' units, areas between units, and
other Hanford Site units.

Requested Action: _ lete thisco1 tionand: iciated line item in the applicability  trix.  he
comment to delete is not accepted, 10ve des _ ition (*) for category "C", "D", "E", "F", and "G".

Com: nt Justification: The Department of Energy disagrees with the inclusion of the US Ecology, Inc.
disposal site in the Permit (refer to comment on proposed Condition I1.Y.4.a. elsewhere in this comment
package.) Final status standards are not applicable to interim status TSD units, in accordance with

WAC 173-303-400. It is clear from the language in Condition II.Y .4.a. and its sub-conditions that the
actions to be taken pertain only to the US Ecology site leased to the State of Washington. Corrective
Action considerations, if any are required, would be addressed in Part IV as described in the draft
modification to the Introduction and elsewhere in the proposed modification. Any resulting effects on
other parts of the Hanford Site would be expressed as a part of that set of conditions, and not as part of
Part IT Conditions.

40.

Page 10, Part II1.8.A Key Comment: N/A

Draft Permit conditions as proposed by the Department of Ecology: Central Waste Complex (CWC)
Facility Compliance with Approved Permit Application.
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Comment Justification: Based on Comment Number 1 in Comments on the Proposed Modifications to
Part V,.Chapter 21, 2401-W Waste Storage Building (submitted on 12/6/99), it is inappropriate to locate the
2401-W Waste Storage Building Closure Plan in Part V of the Permit.

In addition, the 2401-W Waste Storage Building is not a Modified Closure Plan. A Modified Closure Plan
is a plan developed to meet modified closure provisions in Permit Condition II.K, Dangerous Waste
Portion. The 2401-W Waste Storage Building Closure Plan indicates clean closure of the 2401-W Waste
Storage Building. It is inaccurate to reference this closure plan as a Modified Closure Plan.
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. Development of Database: Cliff Watkins sent an e-mail to the working group asking for
suggested end user requirements for the database. He stated that there is no need to “re-
invent the whe: ', and that to  : extent practicable, we should work with systems that
have already been developed by Argonne East.

Action ems:
. Individuals who have taken the lead for “Major Responsibilities” (see attached list to be
transmitted with these minutes) shall develop a list of subtasks for their item along with
1e dates. This information should be sent to Todd McIntyre (mcintyret@saic.com) by
December 17, 1999.

. NAMP will begin development of a white paper suggesting options for the audit program
including designation of lead auditors.

. The working group shall provide Cliff Watkins feedback database requirements.
The next audit working group conference call will be held Wednesday, January 5, 1999 at  2:00
Noon EST. Call in number to be ann« nced.

The conference call was adjourned at approximately 1315 hrs. EST.

minl215.doc December 20, 1999






