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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. 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
 
Gerry Pollet, Budgets and Contracts Committee (BCC) Chair reviewed the agenda items 
and introductions were made. The committee approved the October meeting summary 
with some minor changes submitted by Harold Heacock. 
 
 
Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) Negotiations 
 
Dru Butler, Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) said the Tri-Party 
Agreement (TPA) agencies have finished negotiations on the tentative package that was 
sent out for public review. Dru said the Hanford Advisory Board’s (HAB or Board) 
advice on TPA negotiations (Advice #203) issued on November 2 has helped Ecology 
reexamine some agency assumptions. She said Ecology needs to brief Governor 
Gregoire, and next steps will be forthcoming based on direction from the Governor. Dru 
said she assumes that the Department of Energy (DOE) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) are doing a similar reconsideration of assumptions and review of the 
tentative negotiations package.  
 
To respond to Board advice, Dru said Ecology could either respond immediately to 
formally note their plan to brief the Governor and await next steps, or they can wait until 
after their meeting with the Governor to produce a more substantive response. The 
committee generally agreed the preference is to wait for a more substantive response.  
 

Committee Discussion 
 



Budgets and Contracts Committee  Page 2 
Final Meeting Summary  November 7, 2007 

Committee members reviewed the principles of advice on the TPA negotiations and 
reiterated the salient pieces of the advice for Ecology to address in their response. Topics 
reviewed included: 
 
• Concern about a budget constrained cleanup schedule 
• Recommendation to proceed with a second low activity waste (LAW) facility and 

defer bulk vitrification as supplemental waste treatment. 
• Recommendation to postpone TPA negotiations until the release of the Hanford Life 

Cycle Scope, Schedule and Cost (Hanford Lifecycle Report) report 
• Addressing the areas which the Board was concerned about not having been raised by 

the state in negotiations to date, e.g., capping versus retrieval and proposals to add 
more waste prior to compliance and cleanup of existing wastes. 

 
Harold said DOE is proposing in the tentative negotiations package to release the 
Hanford Lifecycle Report in September of 2008, which may not allow enough time to 
adequately cover the scope, schedule and cost of Hanford cleanup. Gerry agreed that 
rushing the report is not appropriate and getting it done right should be the priority.  
 
Harold suggested the committee have input into the assumptions used for the Hanford 
Lifecycle Report. There are several cleanup issues that have not been addressed in the 
TPA negotiations that should be, including canyons, PUREX tunnels, groundwater 
issues, and tank closure. Harold noted there are no decisions on the table in the TPA 
negotiations for these issues and it is important for the committee to know what will 
constitute cleanup and closure for them. Maynard Plahuta said DOE should consider 
several alternatives for tank closure and evaluate the costs associated with each 
alternative in the Hanford Lifecycle Report. Harold agreed that four cases for tank 
closure should be established and DOE should price all of them to inform the ultimate 
decision. 
 
Al Boldt commented that he believes Board advice should have requested the TPA 
negotiations to address the schedule for the Tank Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS) that has been going on for three years. 
Al emphasized the importance of ensuring that the Hanford Lifecycle Report and the 
TC&WM EIS be integrated and consider the same alternatives. Ron Skinnarland, 
Ecology, said he thought it makes sense for the Hanford Lifecycle Report and the 
TC&WM EIS to be consistent and said the agencies have been talking about whether to 
use the same assumptions and baselines. Ron assured the committee Ecology would like 
to see the same alternatives evaluated so the documents will be comparable.  
 
Gerry asked the committee if it was understood from the agencies’ presentation at the 
Board meeting that DOE would not agree to the Hanford Lifecycle Report until the 
negotiations package is finalized. Keith Smith confirmed that he heard that if the TPA 
agencies do not agree to a negotiated package then DOE will not do the report. Gerry 
asked how committee members felt about hiring a consulting firm to do the report instead 
of DOE. Harold felt DOE has substantial technical knowledge and bringing in an outside 
firm to produce the report could result in a bigger learning curve and longer delays. 
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Harold suggested a better approach would be to have DOE put the report together and 
then have an outside review. He said the report needs to cover and define the alternatives 
and the basis for their evaluation. Defining the bounds of the scope of work will 
determine the cost and schedule for these alternatives. Ron noted that baselines assist in 
completing the validation process and are part of the scope of work. The question the 
Board should ask is if it is the right level of detail? Dru said the call for consistency is 
really important to reconcile the baselines for the Hanford Lifecycle Report and the 
TC&WM EIS. She noted the need for the agencies to conduct the Hanford Lifecycle 
Report collaboratively with Board involvement, which is one reason not to have an 
outside third party review the report, Maynard added that doing it in the manner that the 
general public agrees with will make it more acceptable to everyone and less costly in the 
long term. 
 
Maynard asked what alternatives there are for Ecology or EPA to require DOE to 
produce the Hanford Lifecycle Report. Ron said there are ways Ecology could initiate a 
TPA change package that would include conducting a life cycle baseline report. If the 
other TPA agencies do not agree with the proposed change package, there is a 
negotiations process to try and achieve agreement; otherwise it could end up in court. 
Gerry said that the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) requires USDOE to report on lifecycle costs of cleanup projects (similar 
to one major aspect of this report), but DOE has never done it. Gerry expressed concern 
that DOE may not conduct this report unless the regulatory agencies force them to. Dru 
said the agencies plan to prompt DOE to conduct the report through an agreed upon TPA 
negotiations package. 
 
Gerry asked if there were further questions or comments about the advice from DOE or 
Ecology. Karen Lutz, DOE-RL, said it was not clear that there was an expectation for the 
agencies to prepare clarifying questions for this meeting. Gerry said this topic was put on 
the agenda to provide a time for everyone to get questions answered that will help form a 
response. Gerry asked when it would be reasonable to expect a response to the Board’s 
advice on the TPA negotiations (Advice #203) from the agencies for the committee to 
meet to discuss. Dru said anticipating a response in January is a realistic timeframe. 
Gerry suggested scheduling a joint meeting with the River and Plateau (RAP) Committee 
and the Tank Waste Committee (TWC) for January to discuss the agencies’ advice 
response. Gerry said a joint meeting would enable the committees to learn whether the 
Hanford Lifecycle Report is going forward and how it will be credible.  
 
Four actions were agreed upon: 

1. Possible conference call or meeting in December to review the substantive 
response from Ecology (after consultation with Governor Gregoire) if available. 
The committee expects separate responses from USDOE and EPA, to discuss in 
January.  

2. Proposing to the EIC that there be a joint committee workshop to provide input on 
the assumptions and design of the lifecycle report. 
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3. Consider the need for advice in February on options for the regulatory agencies to 
require DOE to produce a Hanford Lifecycle Report, if DOE is only willing to 
proceed with that report if the regulators agree first to delays. 

4. Meeting with Ecology and EPA in regard to comparing baselines with proposals 
for consideration in the lifecycle report, per the next agenda item. 

 
 
DOE Response to Hanford Cleanup Contract Request for Proposals (RFPs) advice 

(Advice #195 & #200) 
 
The committee reviewed the response from DOE on the Board’s RFPs advice. 
 
Ron said he thought the committee should meet with the agencies in January to review 
the Hanford Lifecycle Report and the TC&WM EIS baselines. He said the goal over the 
next year should be to understand what is in the existing cleanup baseline compared to 
what is in the contracts and where it aligns with the TPA.  

 
Ron said DOE provided baselines, including a preliminary scope of work and schedule, 
as part of their budget presentations last year. Ron said this information could provide a 
good basis for a discussion on the alternatives. There is also a Pacific Northwest National 
Laboratories (PNNL) report coming out on the alternatives which could be used as a 
starting point for the Hanford Lifecycle Report.  
 

Committee Discussion 
 

Maynard commented that this seems to be a budget issue, not a contract issue. The 
contract is so broad that the contractor will do whatever DOE wants them to do, with the 
exception of the Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) which is more prescriptive. Gerry 
disagreed and said the work plan will likely be based on the baseline. Ron said there are 
contract assumptions about which waste sites get capped and which do not. It would be 
helpful for everyone to be on the same page about what is in the contracts and how the 
baselines align with the TPA. It is important, then, to compare the contract baselines with 
the budget to see how they meet cleanup priorities.  
 
Gerry said the Board understands assumptions were made to provide context for the 
contract procurement, but is concerned that the assumptions were not based on the TPA. 
Gerry thought the advice was clear that the TPA should have been the basis for contract 
assumption, and where an alternative was provided it should have been the TPA 
alternative. Gerry suggested this is something Ecology should track.  
 
Keith said there appears to be a disconnect in the intent to protect worker safety in DOE’s 
advice response. Keith said it took insistence on the part of the worker to get the 
protection they needed when working in a Beryllium (Be) work zone. DOE’s response 
indicated Be had not been detected so workers were not told they needed respirators. 
Keith expressed concern that an employee had to demand protection before it was made 
available. Gerry said this is why the Board’s advice recommends a site-wide requirement 



Budgets and Contracts Committee  Page 5 
Final Meeting Summary  November 7, 2007 

for work in Be contaminated areas. Gerry said wherever Be has been detected in the past, 
the assumption must be that it could be disturbed and pose a health risk. Gerry said he 
does not believe DOE’s advice response directly addresses the recommendation of a site-
wide Be program. Keith said the Mission Support Contract (MSC) contract requires 
contractors to develop some of these standards. Karen confirmed that the MSC contract 
requires contractors to work on specific standards for these programs.  
 
Gerry said DOE’s advice response suggests the contract will be written to include bulk 
vitrification. Gerry requested Ecology evaluate why the contract is not being written to 
say the TPA requires supplemental LAW, not bulk vitrification. He said the response 
indicates the contractor will be incentivized for designing two bulk vitrification facilities 
and this will impact other projects onsite in terms of funding. Harold noted there is 
language in the response that makes the point that DOE has the flexibility to tell the 
contractor to remove scope. Maynard suggested this needs to be written into the baseline, 
because if it is not prescribed in the baseline then contractors will not do it. Maynard 
reiterated this is why the committee’s efforts should be focused on what is in the budget.  
 
Karen noted the one page fact sheet Leif Erickson, DOE-RL, presented to the committee 
that requests feedback on the information provided online about the contract procurement 
process and how it might be made more useful to the public. Gerry said the committee 
provided feedback on the Web site, noting it had been improved since it was moved to 
the Central Plateau Web site and is a lot easier to use. Keith said he would like to directly 
address Leif’s specific request for feedback, and requested Leif’s fact sheet be distributed 
to committee members through EnviroIssues.  
 
Gerry said Heart of America Northwest (HOANW) sent comments. Karen explained that 
questions and comments needed to be submitted through the Web site in order to receive 
a response, which was communicated to the committee. She said the comment deadline 
had passed by the time they received HOANW’s questions and comments. She said the 
way the procurement was set up prevented DOE from responding directly to questions 
and comments; they could only address them on the Web site. Maynard wondered 
whether, in the future, Board members should reiterate any questions or comments raised 
during committee meetings by posting them to the Web site. Karen said she forwarded 
the committee’s comments to the Web site, but again, they were also received too late to 
receive a response. 
 
Gerry said the committee may require a day meeting to review and discuss DOE-RL’s 
revaluated baselines and contracts and another day meeting to review and discuss the 
Department of Energy – Office of River Protection (DOE-ORP) revaluated baselines and 
contracts. Ron said the contracts will not be awarded by the time the budget baseline 
information will be available, but it would still be good to look at what is in the baseline 
and the technical schedule. 
 
 
Committee Work Planning and Committee Business 
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Topics for the January/February committee meeting: 
• Review DOE-RL and DOE-ORP budget baselines (consider a joint meeting with 

the Tank Waste Committee (TWC) on the DOE-ORP baseline review). 
• TPA negotiations advice response (consider a joint meeting with the River and 

Plateau Committee and TWC) – which may include considering advice on options 
for proceeding with the lifecycle report if USDOE is not willing to proceed 
without the regulators first agreeing to delayed milestones. 

• Discuss committee input on the Hanford Lifecycle Report to the TPA agencies – 
design a HAB workshop for input.  

• Review Fiscal Year 2008 budget allocation, Fiscal Year 2009 budget request, and 
Fiscal Year 2010 target budget. 

• Begin discussing input for the budget workshop. 
 
Karen said she would find out when the revaluated baselines would be ready. The DOE-
ORP baseline is complete. She said January/February will be the timeframe for budget 
submittal under the new schedule. They will need input from Department of Energy - 
Headquarters (DOE-HQ) before moving forward. Karen said the budget workshop should 
probably be scheduled for February to accommodate this schedule. Karen also announced 
that the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) may come out during the first couple 
weeks in January and the River Corridor Baseline Risk Assessment (RCBRA) comment 
resolution meeting will be the week of January 14.  
 
The committee agreed a December committee call is necessary.  
 
Handouts 
 
NOTE: Copies of meeting handouts can be obtained through the Hanford Advisory Board 
Administrator at (509) 942-1906, or tholm@enviroissues.com   
 
• HAB Advice #203, November 2, 2007. 
• HAB Advice #195, February 2, 2007. 
• HAB Advice Response Advice #195 and #200, DOE-RL & DOE-ORP, October 25, 
2007. 
 
 

Attendees 
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Al Boldt 
Ken Gasper 
Harold Heacock 
Maynard Plahuta 
Gerry Pollet 
Keith Smith 
 
Others 
Karen Lutz, DOE-RL Sharon Braswell, Ecology Cathy McCague, 
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EnviroIssues 
Erik Olds, DOE-ORP Dru Butler, Ecology Emily Neff, EnviroIssues 
 Ron Skinnarland, Ecology Barb Wise, FH 
 
 


