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The Board discussed and approved the establishment of a Tank Waste Treatment Ad Hoc
Commiittee to address issues in the next 6-24 months relating to TWRS vitrification, including TPA
negotiations, 30% design, regulatory submittals, and negotiation of the Phase B2 contract for
construction and operation of a vitrification plant. The ad hoc committee will develop a work plan
and work with the Executive Committee on funding needs.

ENVIRONMENTAL RES ORATION STAT S

The status of the Environmental Restoration Program was reviewed by the Board.
Accomplishments since 1994 include the deletion of the 1100 Area and partial deletion of the North
Slope and ALE from the National Priorities List, start of full-scale remediation along the River, the
Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility, N Reactor deactivation, C Reactor interim safe
storage, and pump and treat systems for five groundwater plumes. HAB advice is needed on future
s for the 200 Ar including what constitutes a successful cleanup for the 200 Ar  accej
scenarios for groundwater containment and protection, requirements for workers, institutional
controls, and implications for technology development. Board advice is also needed on di _ sal
options for difficult wastes, including fuel spacers, failed pumps and equipment, long-length
equipment from single-shell tanks, and other highly radioactive materials. Other future issues
include what to do with mixed wastes for which there is no effective treatment and technology
development relating to the vadose zone.

KEY HAB POLICY ISSU DMMITTEE WORK PLANS

The Board reviewed its activities on key policy issues identified at its workshop in December 1998
and affirmed that it will continue to focus on tank waste vitrification, spent fuel, budgets, managing
for results, intersite waste transfers, protection of the River, worker safety, and high-risk facilities in
FY99. The Board discussed the need to look more closely at the tribal nation treaty rights and to
review cleanup standards, including exposure scenarios, risk assessments, and future land uses.

The Board also reviewed draft work plans for FY99 prepared by each of the committees and
identified several additional items for committee consideration.
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Final numbers for the FY99 budget allocation are not yet available, but the Board learned that EM
received all but $5 million of the $5.607 billion requested from Congress. DOE-RL’s request was
$1.005 billion (18% of the EM request), excluding privatization and its share of national programs.
The FY99 budget is now broken into different control points, including closure projects, project
completion, and post-2006. An additional $15 million was allocated for tank farm operations and
interim safe storage of the reactors. On the privatization account, DOE-RL was reduced by $230
million from the DOE-RL request. EPA and Ecology are concerned about DOE-HQ taxes, the
vadose zone money from DOE-HQ, shortfalls in the outyears, and the commitment to privatization.

The Smith rider in the FY99 appropriations set a target for PHMC overhead reductions, required use
of the savings for additional cleanup, and called for a Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA)
review. DOE has been doing all of these things for the past 2-4 years. Last year’s PHMC’s
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performance agreements resulted in a $20 million cost savings. The FY98 baseline for overheads
was $273 million but the actual costs were $255 million. For FY99, the baseline is $253 million
and there is a performance agreement to pay fee if costs are reduced to $225-240 million. The

Dollars and Sense Committee will continue to m« itor the progress on this issue but is pleased with
the progress made.
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HANFORD AD\ 30RY BOARD
Draft! ‘:eting Summary
November 5-6, 1998
Richland, Washington

This is only a summary of issues and actions in this meeting. It may not represent the fullness of
ideas discussed or opinions given, and should not be used as a substitute for actual public
involvement or public comment on any particular topic unless specifically identified as such.

Thurs v, November 5, 1998

The meeting was called to order by Chair Merilyn Reeves, Oregon League of Women Voters
(Public-at-Large). The meeting was open to the public. Four public comment periods were

provid " at 11:45 - ~. on T' day and Friday, at 4:45 p.m. on Thursday, and at 4:00 p.m. on
Friday.

Members present are listed in Attachment I, as are members of the public and others attending.
Board seats not represented were: Richard Berglund, Central Washington Building Trades (Hanford
Work Force), Rick Le mont, Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society (Local Environmental),
Margery Swint, Benton-Franklin Public Health (Local/Regional Public Heaith), and University of
Washington (University).

Announcements | : Th - ughout 2 Meeting
[Items are listed in chronological oraer, rather than the order made. Announcements with nc utes
are listed last.]

o John Wagoner, U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), announced that the new President of BNFL
is andon Langley. John has worked with angley, who used to be with Bechtel, for many years
and praised him as an outstanding manager.

o Gail McClure, DOE, announced that Barbara Fox is the new person handling the Board’s travel
and she can be reached at (509) 376-7052.

AGENDA ITEM #1: WELCOVM /™™ INTRODUCTIONS

Norm Buske was introduced as the new alternate to Tom Carpenter, Government Accountability
Project (Hanford Work Force). Don Worden (Public-at-Large) has proposed an alternate, P
Kenny, who was also introduced.

Merilyn Reeves suggested the goal of this meeting is to define the Boar s focus for the coming
year, including an ur rstanding of the scope of work and the means by which the Board will

address the Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) v:  ication effort.

Meeting with the Secretary

Merilyn Reeves reported that she, Gerry Pollet, Pam Brown, George Kyriazis, Madeleine Brown,
and Shelley Cimon met briefly with Secretary Richardson. Shelley Cimon, Oregon Hanford Waste
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DOE-HQ, did a presentation on the round-robin in which five DOE office managers have been
meeting at the individual sites. This is the first time a major effort has been made for site managers
to understand each others’ problems. She felt strongly that John Wagoner has a great deal of
knowledge of the other sites that other site managers do not necessarily share. George Kyriazis said
he is impressed at DOE-HQ’s flexibility and willingness to have more SSAB meetings. Merilyn
noted that a new Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management will be appointed by January
or February. A letter drafted by Bill Pardue, Oak Ridge, will be sent then to request a meeting with

the SSAB chairs as a nationwide representative group. The Board was provided a copy of this letter
(Attachment 2).

Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action League (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public
Interest Organizations), asked about the breadth of the equity discussions. Merilyn said she did not

recall a distinct discussion about it, but thinks the Savannah River and Idaho representatives know
exactly what equity me

Administrative Matters

Louise Dressen, Envirolssues, said that the extended schedule for Board and committee meetings
over the next year is in the packet, along with suggested dates for Executive Committee conference
calls. Two errors should be noted: the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) Quarterly Public Involvement
meeting and Public Involvement Committee meetings December 2 will be in Portland, not in

Richland, and the July TPA Quarterly and Public Involvement Committee meetings will be on July
14.

Max Power, Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology), noted that affirmations of appointments
to the Board will have to be done by the various organizations by the end of December.
Nominations will also be solicited for two current Board vacancies: Public-at-Large and University.

Ruth Siguenza, Envirolssues, provided the questionnaire for the Board’s FY98 self-evaluation and
asked that completed questionnaires be returned to Envirolssues by November 20. A request was
made that a complete set of the comments made be included along with the summary of the results.

A A ITEM #2: APPROVE SEPTEMBER MEETIN SUM™" " "¢

Ken Niles, Oregon Office of Energy (State of Oregon), asked that the statement on pages iii and 33
that “public participation has been key to the activities conducted to date” identify the speaker.

Gordon Rogers (Public-at arge) requested that the statement on page iii be modified to say
“frustration at the report of the potential dismissal of Bob Alvarez.” Page 2 should cl 'y that Tom
Woods is resigning as a representative of the Yakama Indian Nation. He also asked that page 36 be
amended to say “Gordon Rogers noted that he has attempted to obtain a Tri-Cities representative on
the Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment (CRCIA) team. When requests were
ignored, he asked M ‘in Benskytc  nd CR( . meetings as an observer.”

Merilyn Reeves asked that on page 2 it be noted that Tom Engel, University of Washington
(University), will be on sabbatical. Page 6 should be changed to indicate that Shelley Cimon
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Management (EM-1). Both the Secretary and Assistant Secretary have agreed to give top-level
management attention to this. The ORP name was chosen because members of Congress
understand the meaning of river protection, but do not necessarily understand what the Tank Waste
Remediation System (TWRS) is. There has been strong bipartisan support for the ORP in Congress,
and members have said that no steady funding will occur without a new approach.

John Wagoner provided an overview of how DOE will implement the ORP. The ORP will be
responsible for the entire tank waste program, but not Spent Nuclear Fuel, Groundwater/Vadose
Zone Integration, etc. It will include the TWRS work performed under the Project Hanford
Management Contract (PHMC) as well as the BNFL vitrification contract. The Regulatory Unit
will be outside its jurisdiction and continue to report directly to John. DOE is creating an executive
board to provide additional management attention for the Secretary. There will likely be regular

project review meetings with this board because of the numerous important deliverables over the
1 ttwoy L.

John Wagoner explained that the ORP will be an independent office, but it will not be independent
of the direction of the vadose zone project. Integration needs to occur in this area, including work
relating to past tank leaks. John is responsible for the PHMC and a significant part of that is
TWRS; the PHMC will not be split into a separate section. The Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) was
signed by the manager ¢ DOE-RL, who is responsible for all compliance requirements, including
those for tank wastes; creation of the ORP is not expected to change that. He noted that a duality
exists in the reporting relationship of this project to the manager of DOE-RL and to the Assistant
Secretary and a Memorandum of Understanding is being developed to define these details.
Programmatic responsibility will be at the Assistant Secretary level. Staffing of the project will be
completed by the end of the year. Individuals both within and outside of DOE are being cons red.
The ucture will include a 1anager, two assistant managers (for privatization and Jackson Kinzer,
DOE-RL, for tank farms), and two experts on project financing. An additional 29 people are needed

to staff the office. A report is to be provided to Congress within 90 days on the ORP management
plan.

Jeff Breckel, Ecology, noted that Ecology regulates the environment, not management practices, so
they did not give input on the decision to create the ORP. Ecology recognizes the importance of
DOE’s management changes to accomplishing environmental goals and the opportunity that ORP
offers to strengthen the TWRS program. Ecology has observed the need for a fully integrated
management plan and structure, as well as the large impact of D.C. on the EM program. Ecology
has urged DOE-HQ to become more actively involved in the program and both the Governor and
Attorney General met with Secretary Pefia to urge him to be an advocate for the project. Jeff added
that the ORP provides an opportunity to put in place a strong and effective management structure
and rovides the Secretary an opportunity to ensure that there are adequate resources. Also, the
ORP will ensure TWRS a high profile before DOE-HQ. In his opinion, there should be an office
vested in the success of the program. Ecology has long sought an integrated management plan that
encompasses all of the tank waste programs. If the ../0 current contracts HMC and BNFL-- are
to work, there must be a se. .ess relationship between the two. The project needs to managed at

the site with a strong involvement with DOE-HQ. Ecology fully supports the strong ties being
developed between DOE-RL and 'OE-HQ as a result of ORP.
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function of management structure but has more to do with the willingness within the system to hold
others accountable. He commented that TWRS was created in 1991 in the name of integration, and
that only one DOE Assistant Manager oversaw one contractor working on it but now there are at
least 3 entities overseeing half a dozen contractors. He asked how many positions will be dissolved
when the 29 ORP positions are filled. John Wagoner responded that the 29 new positions would be
an increase in the federal resources to oversee the BNFL contract.

George Kyriazis commended DOE and Congress for making this a priority item, and expressed
concern with DOE’s ability to manage the project primarily because of the uncertainty surrounding
management at the ORP. He commented that 29 more people means another $6 million per year to
oversee the contract and said it is time that this project should be run making BNFL accountable
without needing 200 DOE employees to ensure that. Doug Riggs responded that he perceives
inconsis ¢’ betw -~ " ongressional intent and the way DOE is discussing the project office. The
goal is to have a sn « in ~  is ‘'ented ' focused on the project and is not
convinced of the need for 29 people. John Wagoner responded that supervisi "the contractor is
necessary to ensure the government’s requirements are delivered. George agreed, but said the
question is not whether supervision should occur, it is how many individuals are needed.

Dick Belsey expressed his belief that communications with projects tied to DOE-HQ has been
ineffective. He asked Board members to remember that their advice is for the two regulatory
agencies and DOE, which includes DOE-HQ. The Board’s task is to find a department within DOE
to effectively direct the Board’s information to the appropriate parties.

Norma Jean Germond (Public-at-Large) expressed her desire that DOE keep some oversight of the
financing and asked John Wagoner the source of funding for 29 people. John replied that funding
for federal employees comes from another account, and commented that the government is going to
need the right number of appropriately qualified people to carry out its functions.

Merilyn Reeves proposed that this be an agenda item for December and that members should try to
get questions focused for that meeting.

AGENDA]1 EM#4: K ™*<™S/SI NT FUEL

Charlie Hansen, DOE, provided a status report on the Spent Nuclear Fuel Project (4ttachment 3).
He said the need for an additional $18M was eliminated this past year due to improving baseline
control. He said progress is being made, performance has improved, and there is a clear direction.
Good baseline estimates have been lined up with TPA and Defense Nuclear Facility Safety . dard
(DNFSB) commitments. Independent reviews were conducted and critical analyses have been
reviewed with the contractor. Negotiations with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
have been completed, advancing the start of fuel removal by two months and the end of the project
by eight onths. A contingency analysis has been done and the contractor is now 90% confident it
can deliver the project within the projected costs. In sum, about $500 million were added to the

costs, which can be broken down into critical path schedule extension, refined cost estimates, and
contingency.
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Charlie said the project has been stretched out by 23 months, with the start occurring 16 months
later than originally planned, and fuel retrieval will take longer than planned. There is still no
accurate model of how to remove fuel with so many new systems coming on line. Fuel removal
from the two basins will be staggered and contingency for weather delays has been added. The
total estimate for the work previously discussed under the baseline is $1.586 billion; most changes
are in operations and fuel removal. Contingency ($98 million) will be managed as a single pot
through baseline change control and will requ : DOE-RL and contractor approval. He said the
entire project team supports the baseline estimates. EPA was involved in establishing the baseline,
and DOE, EPA, and Fluor Daniel Hanford (FDH) have committed to a continual improvement
process. Contract incentives include penalties for failure to meet all TPA milestones, including
placing profits at risk if major ilestones are missed and reductions in project costs are not
achieved. The FY99 budget inchi :s $173 million rather than the $211 million needed. They have

found ways to cut back expenses to meet this appropriation, but to continue to achieve cost savings,
$21million per year will need to be saved.

Nancy Williams, FDH, gave an update on the progress being made. At the Canister Storage
Building, they are six weeks ahead of schedule, and a significant recent success was the completion
of the skid for the Cold Vacuum Drying process. They are conducting practice . 1 training « the
fuel retrieval system and will move the equipment fromt 300 A . and install it in the Basii this
year. They are installing the queue for the baskets in the fuel basin. The Multi-Canister Overpack
load-out system is being tested now. Fabrication of 30 of the fuel baskets is completed.

Doug Sherwood, EPA, reported a negotiated settlement of the TPA dispute has been reached. This
included the change package fi Milestone 34 and the framework for project improvement.
Everyone is working towards a single schedule, cost and scope. There has been progress over the
last month, and EPA continues to work closely with the project to investigate issues like sludge

treatment and disposition. There have been meetings on cost control and commitments to a
scl tule.

Board Discussion

Jim Watts, Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council (Hanford Work Force), expressed concern about
the 36-month training schedule, given the employees are no longer on the site and hiring is being
delayed. Nancy Williams explained staff may be coming from other locations on site and not all
the details have been worked out. She recognized that training programs are expensive and take
over a year. She further explained that a rotational program will be kept alive through the life of the
fuel removal activities. Merilyn Reeves suggested the Board follow up on this issue in December.

George Kyriazis noted that John Wagoner made this a top pric y a couple years ago and while
there is more comfort with the cost estimate, tin  will tell. Pam Brown commented this project
started positively, but has been spiraling downhill. She is encouraged wi the current status, but
has been disappointed before. She said there still is a management concern and the contractor has
not brought in the necessary talent. Charlie Hansen responded that FDH and Duke continue to bring
more talent to the project. Nob management « anges will occur at this stage, as continuity and
understanding of the prob n is very important. Pam replied that sludge was never it of the
project and remains a large and unresolved issue. She suggested that they call it K Basins II so that
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people recognize that the scope has changed. Charlie replied that sludge was covered in the
December baseline change, and that they have separated the costs from the whole project into
construction, operations and cleanup phases; sludge is part of the $1.7 billion. Doug Sherwood
explained the importance of meeting CERCLA objectives during the cleanup of the K Basins; it is
not just fuel removal, but they must mitigate the potential for the basins to release contaminants in
the future. This requires cleaning up fuel, sludge, debris and water.

Harold Heacock asked the source of the $1.7 billion and requested a DOE analysis of the cash flow
against the rest of the sites’ requirements and what will have to give. Charlie Hansen replied that
during TPA negotiations, they determined that the spent fuel remained one of the urgent problems to
be addressed. They do not know a way to save money or mitigate the risk without continuing on the
present plan. A major part of the $1.7 billion now includes the transition scope of work as well as

sludge, water and el. A commitment was made to the regulators to continue improvements on the
costands °= T Tl 2.

Merilyn Reeves noted that 'uke testified before Congress that they could do this for $1.4 billion
and asked whether they plan to go back to Congress to explain the difference in cost. Charlie
Hansen explained that letters were exchanged agreeing to the commitment and that the contract
changes will be made this month. Merilyn sug ‘sted an update be included on the December
agenda. She asked when and how a way to more etfectively manage sludge removal and treatment
will be found. Doug Sherwood responded that the projected costs for the sludge and debris are
about $70 million; a meeting is set up to explore other options for sludge treatment. The timing of
the sludge treatment also needs to be explored. Currently, it will start after fuel retrieval is

complete, but it costs $10 million per month, so reducing the time by a month could save a lot of
money.

Jerry Peltier, City of West Richland (Local Government Interests), asked if the engineering and
regulatory requirements are at a point that this estimate can be trusted. Charlie said the issues are
defined, but regulatory interpretation and implementation is always the difficult part. Because of
fast-tracking, the designs were always immature. All of those issues must be resolved in the next
six months. Jerry noted that the safety basis may be higher and more expensive when it is

developed at the same time as construction. Charlie Hansen responded that they evaluated the risks
and considered them low enough to proceed.

T COMMENT

Gai Oglesbee expressed concern that the public is taking a risk and referenced the Board’s self-
evaluation results relating to public comment. She commented that she attended the Health of the
Site meeting and talked to several downwinders and members of the public. These individuals were
not happy with the conference. She also expressed concern that the tank waste meeting the previous
day was at a DOE building, which made it difficuit for the public to attend.

AGENDA ITEM #5a: TWRS PROG™ "1
TWRS Interim Stabilization
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Tanks Closure Workshop

Wa :Riggsbee, Yakama Indian Nation (Tribal Governments), reported on a tank closure workshop
held in Las Vegas in October. The workshop focused on closure of tanks, which involves steps to
reduce liquids in tanks and treat and dispose of the waste. In some cases, this is done in situ and, in
others, the liquid will be treated and shipped to a high-level waste repository. A considerable
amount of progress is being made with the closure programs (e.g., three tanks have been closed at

Savannah River). He added there was a recognition that Hanford’s tanks are a lot more
complicated.

B~~-d Di~~+-sion

1 Niles ‘ed if other sites’ ¢ ra s Tiga ¢ | wi e
Washington re lirements. Mike Wilscu, Louiugy, explained that Savannah River simply poured
cement in their tanks, and now they cannot get approval of their closure. Todd Martin noted that
they have been having problems getting approval even after they got pre-approval.

Pam Brown said that the Site Technology Coordination Group task forces on tanks at the various
sites are well integrated and have good communication regarding technology developments.
Merilyn asked that this be in the Health, Safety, and Waste Manag _ :nt C  mittee work plan.

AGENDA ITEM #5b: TWRS YY" RIFICATION
TPA Agreement in Principle

Roger Stanley, Ecology, reported on the status of TPA negotiations on an Agreement in Principle
relating to modifications for TWRS vitrification (Attachment 4). He explained that the TPA stands
as an administrative order under RCRA and the State Hazardous Waste Management Act. Two
basic TPA requirements pertain to privatization. The primary path calls for treating low activity
waste by 2002, and the alternate path pushes the deadline to 2003. He noted the TWRS program
was not rebaselined during the privatization negotiations, and DOE has not complied with either the
primary or alternate path requirements. The State fully supports the privatization contract with
BNFL, but it is not in the TPA. Ecology’s principal concerns include the effectiveness of
renegotiating another set of TPA milestones, focusing near-term negotiations on the coming 24-33
month period, the Phase 2 negotiations that are driving tank waste processing facility construction
and operations, and adjusting other impacted TPA work. Near-term negotiations should focus on the
initial contract and successful issuance of a contract authorization for construction and oper on of
DOE’s Phase 1 tank waste-proc s complex. Focus should also be placed on DOE and PHMC
activities to ensure t  :ly delivery of tank waste to BNFL. Phase II negotiations should drive tank
waste processing complex construction and operations as well as adjust other TPA tank cleanup

work elements such as double-shell tank capacity and single-tank waste retrieval. These should not
wait a couple of years.

Roger said the TPA negotiators e working on an Agreement in Principle (AIP) between DOE,
Ecology, and EPA to govern the negotiations. The draft is designed and they are waiting for DOE
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review of the report on the vitrification contract. Key points raised during the hearing included
concerns regarding financing, the risk balance between DOE and the contractor, initial issues raised
by the Regulatory Unit on BNFL submittals, staffing needed, and alternatives if privatization efforts
fail. A commitment from the Secretary to put in place any necessary staff was made. Other
witnesses included Gerry Pollet, Under Secretary Moniz, Assistant Secretary Owendoff, Walter

Howes, DOE-HQ, and Tom Crimmons, President of BNFL, who has since resigned for unrelated
reasons.

Gerry Pollet commended GAO for the job they did of explaining how the risk has shifted from the
original concept of privatization that the contractor puts up private money and that means the
contractor is at risk; the contractor also gets a significant rate of return on that money and the
government pays the interest on the debt. He said that with this contract, the contractor secures the
debt of $3.2 billion for capital and operational costs and another $3.2 billion for interest and
= :ing c The r” ~ of default is shifted the government. He c nted that the contract
locks in a before-tax profit of 60% ($1.9 billion), including an improper payment of $680 million
for BNFL income taxes. Federal Acquisition Regulations say it is improper to pay income taxes as
an element of cost. He said that BNFL may not pay $680 million in taxes, but the contract locks in
a pre-determined amount and that may mean an additional windfall. Another focus of Gerry’s
testimony was the claimed cost savings of the contract. Gerry expressed frustration that DOE has
only compared the contract with a Management and Operations (M&O) contract and has refused to
do a comparison with a fixed-price, incentiviz¢ contract. Gerry testified that alternative financing
mechanisms must be examined, saying that $3.1 billion could be saved by replacing private
financing with a fixed-price, incentivized contract. There was a commitment to review alternative
financing mechanisms within six months. Gerry said Chairman Barton commented he was very
concerned about the open-ended nature of the costs in this contract and alternative financing

mechanisms need to be evaluated. He has suggested a lump-sum payment to BNFL would be a
better option.

Doug Riggs also provided copies of the testimony given by Representative Doc Hastings at the
Subct  mittee hearing (4ttachment 6).

Board Discussion

Russ¢  Jim commented on GAQ’s remarks that the highest risk is financial, and said that this risk
stems from cc )liance risks. He stated that compliance should include treaty rights. He also
expressed concern to Mr. Riggs that the Yakarmas were not notified regarding the ORP, and that the
Yakima Indian Nation has the most to lose since it is their homeland and wintering ground. He also

expressed frustration with the lack of information being shared with the tribes and noted that the
Yakamas are equal to other regulators.

Todd Martin asked if the DOE comparison between fixed price and traditional M&O contracts was
area jtic option. Bill Swick responded that a comparative analysis between M&O and cost-plus
fixed fee contracts has been d e, but DOE is not engaging in these types of contracting
mechanisms anymore. Pe jrmance-based financing is more common. The M&O approach is
100% government funding, and the BNFL approach is 100% private financing. Looking at
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of other teams. She also comme; :d that one of the options for high-level waste is for Idaho to send
their vitrified glass logs to Hanford but that is against Board advice.

Jeff Breckel commented that this issue was discussed at the National Governor’s Association
(NGA) task force meeting. The states were unified in liking the idea of examining ways to do
things more efficiently, but their concern was that stakeholder input comes fairly late in the process.
He noted there were 110 proposals for improving efficiency. Jeff also said there is concern that the
integration is occurring within a series of teams ut needs to be happening across the teams and
across the individual sites as well. Jay responded that some of the 110 proposals are short lived, and
that he committed to Jeff that the field managers would meet on a quarterly basis and he would meet

with Jeff and a representative of the Board as well after those meetings to say what progress is being
made.

Gerry Pollet emphasized the concerns about public involvement and noted that money may be being
spent on evaluating some of the 110 propos that are fundamentally unacceptable to the
stakeholders. Jay Augustenborg responded that an extensive public involvement plan will e
developed once they meet the following week to figure out which proposals are still ¢  the list.

indwate-""~1ose Zone Integratio~ ™ike Graham, Bechtel Hanford Inc. (BHI), reported that
the Groundwater/Vadose Integration project has started three working groups on policy, long-range
plan, and systems assessment. DOE-HQ was scheduled to be at Hanford the following week to
wi ¢ with DOE-RL and BHI on the long-range plan, which wi lay out the mission, key decisions
and milestones, and the assessments required to mal those decisions. During the week of
November 20, the expert panel will meet to review the Science and Technology plan. A draft of the

long-range plan will go to DOE-HQ on December and will be issued for public review from January
through February 1999.

Paige Knight noted at the project has said there would be public, tribal and regulatory consultation
but she has not yet been contacted. Norm Buske commented that DOE and the contractors still do

not get it on the groundwater issue, and are not answering his questions conce  ng scientific studies
conducted in 1993 and 1994.
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Attachments

1. Attendees List

2. Memo from Merilyn Reeves to Hanford Advisory Board: SSAB Chairs Letter

3. Briefing on K Basins/Spent Fuel

4. Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order - TPA Negotiations on TWRS
Vitrification

5. TWRS Ad Hoc Committee

6. Statement by Representative Doc Hastings before Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations

7. Environmental Restoration Program Progress

8. . mnford Advisory Board - Key Policy Issues

9. DOE Richland Operations Office Update on FY 1999 EM B: * et

10. W Z/PHMC Overhead a1 * Service Center Co -
11. Defense Authorization Act Sec. 3138
12. Dollars and Sense Committee FY99 Work Plan
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