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I'm sorry | will not be able to participate in the BCC meeting this week. It was scheduled on top of
the Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board meeting, so | will not be available to call in either.

Thanks Jerry, for offering draft budget advice for us to chew on and consider. We certainly seem to
be in a completely new budget reality which does force some changes in how we address these
issues.

However, I'm concerned that the advice, as written, seems to give up on using milestones as a driver
to get work done. If the regulators just conveniently agree to roll back all the work to fit what is an
artificial budget number, | believe that the work will suffer. As we commented on the most recent

proposed Tri-Party Agreement changes, “We do not want to see the Tri-Party Agreement
become irrelevant because milestones are too easily rolled back when funding is tight.”

The advice also seems to suggest usurping the Tri-Party Agreement negotiations, and move those
into the realm of a HAB workshop. | know DOE and the regulators would never agree to that type of
change, so why advocate for it? | do support the idea of a workshop that clearly and objectively
looks at funding priorities.

There are several statements as well in the background that | do not agree with:

“The HAB believes that current funding levels will be maintained for the next

decade.” None of us know that. We hope that’s the worst case, but level funding at
this point is a huge assumption.

“The idea of shutting down a project because of funding shortfalls is not
acceptable.” That depends on the project — perhaps shifting funds to another
project to complete it sooner may be a better choice than having all programs limp
along at inadequate funding levels.

“All current work can be maintained with schedule adjustments.” Again, perhaps it
may be better to shift funds to certain projects to get them finished, instead of
having all programs limp along at inadequate funding levels.

Again, sorry | will not be able to participate in this week’s meeting, but | did want to share with you
concerns that we have with this draft in the hopes that they can be accommodated through the
discussion and with future drafts of the advice.




